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PREFACE. 


- eee © 


THE Taxanisp, which is’ “here Jaid before the English ‘reader, 
is one of several, by different authors, that have been ‘occa- 
sioned . ‘by the publication. of the remarkable researches of Pro- 
fessor Dozy of Leyden, into the history of the ancient Sanctuary: 
and Worship at Mecca, which he has traced—it would seem, 
very distinctly—to an Israclitish origin. 

By continental critics, generally, Prof. Dozy’s rank: has been 
cordially welcomed, not only as a specimen of most able, in- 
genious, and very original criticism, but as adding also con- 
siderably to our knowledge of the ancient affairs of Arabia, and 
throwing light upon some obscure points in the early history 
_ of Israel. It ig natural, however, that, with respect to some of 
the details of so wide and difficult a subject, there should be room 
for difference of opinion, and, at all events, for a yet more close 
and searching examination. Accordingly, some of these details 
have been submitted to a separate investigation by more than 
one distinguished labourer in the field of Modern Biblical 
Criticism. And, indeed, it is only in this way, by the com- 
parison of results arrived at by different processes of inde- 
pendent enquiry, and often from different points of view, ‘that 
we may hope at length to arrive at definite conclusions, which 
may be ranked among the certainties of Science. 

In the First Appendix to the Fifth Part of my Work on the 
Pentateuch I have given some account of Professor Dozy’s re- 
searches: and, while engaged in passing that Part through the 
press, I have had before me several of these Treatises, especially 
those of Oort, On the Worship of Baalim in Israel, and On 
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Human Sacrifice im Isracl, Pierson, On ghe Holy Stones in 
Israel, and Kuenen, On Baal- Worship in Israel, —all written _ 
in Dutch, a language with which English scholars are not gene- 
rally familiar, though some of the most valuable critical works 
of the present day, on the Old and New Testaments, are only to 
be read in Dutch originals. In the course of my own remarks, 
I have referred occasionally to the above-named writings. But 
I have felt that I should best serve the interests of Truth, in 
respect of the cause which I have at heart, and best satisfy the 
needs and, I trust, also the “desires of English students, if I 
translated one or more of them, with additional notes, either 
confirming from my own point of view the positions of the 
writer, or else, where necessary, stating my reasons for dissenting 
from any of his conclusions. 

With this view I have for the present selected for translation 
the very able Treatise. of Dr. Oort. It will be seen that he 
touches all along on questions of great interest in relation to the 
main points of my own argument, as maintained in my Work 
on the Pentateuch, and especially in my Fifth Part, just pub- 
lished, —that he starts from premisses somewhat different from 
mine, and arrives at somewhat different conclusions. Yet there 
is substantial agreement. between us; and the differences of 
opinion, which I have expressed in the notes, are meant rather 
to qualify, than to contradict, his views, and tend, as it seems 
to m8, to relieve them of some difficulties, and bring them more 
into agreement with those of Prof. Dozy. At any rate, I shall 
be satisfied to have thus placed more fully before English 
scholars for discussion the important questions which Professor 
Dozy and Dr. Oort have raised. l 

J. W. NATAL. 


Lonpon: Aug. 15, 1865, 
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INTRODUCTION. 


J. A Few months ago appeared the work of Dr. R. Dozy, 


_ Professor at Leyden, entitled The Israelites at Mecca, from 


the time of David to the fifth century of our Era. The 
object of it is to show that the ancient Sanctuary of Mecca 
was founded about David’s reign,! by a body of emigrating, or 
rather expatriated,? Israelites of the tribe of Simeon,—that 
these established the great Festival of Mecca, the origin and 
meaning of which has hitherto lain in obscurity,—and, lastly, 
that in the time of the Babylonish Captivity a second colony. of 
Israelites, called by the Arabians ‘the Second Gorhum,’? 
arrived at Mecca. ° 
2. The consequences,’ that follow from these conjectures,— 


which are supported by so many proofs of various kinds that 
ò 

1 This statement of Dr. Oort, ‘about David’s reign,’ agrees more closely with 
my own view (P.V. Appt. 11-14) than with that of Dr. Dozy, who supposes that 
the movement in question may have taken place in the latter part of Sauls reign, 
p.56,59. But the difference in time is, of course, very inconsiderable; and, indeed, 
Dozy himself speaks elsewhere, p.17, of its having happened in ‘the time of David,’ 
and on "p. 94 he leaves the matter doubtful-—‘ Whether they thus settled themselves 
at Mecca at the time of Saul’s reign, or perhaps at the time of David’s, I must. 
leave undecided; and, if any one chooses to read in my Title ‘Saul’ instead of 
‘David,’ I can as little show that he is wrong, as he on the other hand can show 
that he is right.’ But see the reasons given by me for ‘the reign of David’ in 
PV. App.1.12,14. ' 

2 According to my view (P.V.4pp.I.18) this movement of the Simeoniteg e 
was a regular migration, —‘ chiefly for want of room, and to relieve the necessities 
of their condition as described in G.xlix.7,’—and was not occasioned by a sentence 
of exile, for their remissness in the war with Amalek, as Prof. Dozy supposes, 

2 According to Dozy, ‘Gorhum’=p"}, ‘sojourners’ or ‘strangers’; for ‘the 
change of gartm or gerim into gorhum or gurhum has nothing strange in the mouth 
of an Arabian,’ Dozy, p.105. The Simeonites, of course, were the ‘ First Gorhum.’ 

ú . B2 
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in my opinion they stand incontestably confirmed,—are of the . 
highest importance. In the first place, Prof. Dozy’s results are 
of inestimable value for those who are engaged in the study 
of Arabian History and Literature; since they supply the key 
to innumerable riddles, and throw light for them upon the 
darkest questions: and, building on upon the foundations here 
laid by Dozy, they may probably discover new’ facts of still 
greater interest. 

3. But the respected Author does not desire only to 
furnish an important contribution for the knowledge of Arabian 
History; he wishes also to do this at the same time for the 
people of Israel; and he hopes that, from the new point of 
view here opened, a light may be thrown upon the original 
Israelitish worship. This expectation is very natural. If the 
din Ibrahim, the old religion in Arabia, which it was Mo- 
hammed’s object to restore, was a remainder of the religion 
of the Simeonites, who had founded the Sanctuary,—if the 
great Festival of Islam was originally an.Israelitish Feast,— 
then we have here given us a new source of help towards the 
knowledge of the religious condition of Israel about the time 
when the tribe of Simeon emigrated. ’ 

4, Something of this kind was very greatly needed: for, as 
every one knows, the sources, from which we are obliged to 
derive:the knowledge of that time, are scanty and not always 
even trustworthy. ` The writers and compilers of those Books, 


. which communicate to us certain particulars about it, give us 


frequently all along, either in good faith or of set purpose, a 
distorted image of it. One after another, Prophets, Priests, and 
Rabbies, regarding the history of ancient times from their own 


' point of view, have done their best to hide from us the truth. 


It is one-sided when Prof. Dozy lays the blame only on the 
men of the Great Synagogue: Prophets and Priests before them 
have done no less than they. 

5. In the lapse of ages the religion of Israel was unspeak- 
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ably changed; so that, from what it was a few centuries after 
the Captivity, it is impossible to make out its condition five 
centuries before that event. Those, who give us the history of 
that time, believed that the orthodox worship of their own 
days was the original, and that every variation from it in 
former centuries, as well as in their own time, was to be called 
an apostasy. _And under the influence of this conviction, they 
have frequently allowed themselves the liberty of colouring the 
facts in accordance. with their own views.! 

6. The Israelitish worship at Mecca has not had the same 
development. There were no Prophets, Priests, or Rabbies, 
who thought it necessary, in the interest of their own convic- 
tions, to set forth incorrectly the ancient state of things. 
Hence there is ground for hoping that at Mecca facts may be 
brought to. light, in reference to the ancient religious worship 
of Israel, the traces of which may have wholly or nearly dis- 
appeared in the Books of the Old Testament. 

7. But, in drawing conclusions from what existed at Mecca 
to what may have also existed in Canaan, we must not forget 
that the fate of this ancient tribe also has not remained un- 
changed, nor been handed down to us, traditionally, with 
certainty. It is probable, no doubt, that the religion ‘of the ` 
Simeonites, cut Joose from the Holy Land, may have come 
rapidly to a standstill, and that nq such a fermentation may 
have taken place in it ag in Judah: but it cannot all at once 
have turned into stone. 

8. The amalgamation of the Simeonites with the Minzi 
(Dozy, .74,75), from whom they had conquered their new 
fatherland, or with other surrounding Arabian tribes, must also 
have had an influence. The ‘Second Gorhum,’ the refugee 
settlers from Cutha, though they adapted themselves to the habits 
of their countrymen whom they found already living at Mecca, 


4 This remark is especially true of the history as told by the Chronicler : see 
PV.271. 
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did not, we may be sure, submit themselves passively to every- 
thing. Lastly, the greater portion of this ‘Gorhum’ was driven 
from the holy soil of Mecca by the Chozaha; and these last were 
so far from leaving the old religion unchanged that, according 
to the Arabian tradition, they greatly corrupted it (Dozr,p.203). 
9. Thus the religion of the Simeonites at Mecca existed for 
about fifteen centuries amidst constant vicissitudes,® before we 
have any account of it,—reason enough why we should not 
instantly draw conclusions from what existed in Mohammed’s 
time to what the Simeonites brought with them. The book of 
Dozy itself shows clearly what changes took place at Mecca: 
see the accounts about ‘magaém Ibrahim,’ ‘ Iséf and Néila, 
&c. We shall return to speak on some points presently. 
10. In fact, the religion of the Israelites in Palestine and 
that of the Simeonites at Mecca are as two twin-sisters, who, 
parted in youth from one another, have experienced heaven- 
wide differences of education; so that in their old age they do 
not at all resemble each other, while they have, both of them, 
merely slight reminiscences of that which has made them what 
they are. Accurate study of character, however, may still be 
able—-from traces of agreement, brought into connection with 
what they each remember of their former course of life—to 
make out what they were in the days of their youth. We may, 
therefore, and we must, make use of this new means of help, 
provided only that we do not forget, that we possess here no 
photograph of the Simeonitish religion, but only a blurred 
sketch of it. 


11. Dr. Dozy, however, has not contented himself with in- 
dicating the pre-Islamite religion of the Arabians as a help 


5 We are scarcely, perhaps, justified in saying ‘constant vicissitudes’, though 
Dr. Oort bas enumerated, no doubt, some great causes of* disturbance, which may 
have affected materially the worship at Mecca at different points of time in this 
long interval. S 
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towards understanding the ancient Israelitish religion. He has 
also quoted some phenomena, which in his opinion characterised 
the religion of the Simeonites,—has inferred that these, con- 
sequently, belonged to the old Israelitish religion,—and has 
endeavoured to show that the reminiscence of these has remained 
in the Books of the Old Testament. 

12. Has he in this reasoned correctly? He found himself on 
slippery ground. We are easily tempted, if we imagine that 
we have found a track which leads to surprising results, to 
follow that track, and, in so doing, while placing one-sidedly in 
the foreground whatever seems to prove its correctness, to close 

_the eye to whatever may be urged to the contrary. Men easily 
find what they wish to find: many sharp-witted scholars are 
thus often led upon a false path. 

13. While Dozy has been eminently successful in the expla- 
nation of some puzzling questions,—as, for instance, in his ` 
identification of the Meccan Festival with the solemnities 
observed anciently by the Israelites, probably at the Gilgal,— 
on other points, as it appears to me, he has entirely failed. 
With reference to one subject of the greatest interest I wish to 
show this,—I mean, with.reference to his attempt to prove that 
the ancient religion of Israel was not a worship of JHVH, but 
of Baal, because Baal was the Deity worshipped by the 
Simeonites.6 

> 

° It will be seen that the view, which I have advanced in Part V, lies midway 
between those of Dr. Dozy and Dr. Oort, and would; if approved, serve as the 
meeting-point of both. It appears to me that the ‘ancient religion of Israel,’ — 
that is, their religion in the time of David,—was the worship of JHVH (IAO, 
Adonis, the Sun) as ‘the Baal’ of Canaan, the ‘Lord’ of the Syro-Phenician 
tribes, from whom they adopted this worship after their occupation of the land. 

Of course, this supposes that the Israelites did zat arrive in Canaan, as the- 
Scripture story says, in full panoply of war, with a grand national religion of their 
own, already highly developed, as in the Book of Deuteronomy, and a splendid 
ritual fully established. It assames that they came out of Egypt, (as the Egyptian 
traditions seem to imply, which connect them with Jeprosy,) in a low and im- 


poverished state, and found their way into Canaan rather as a straggling horde of 
separate tribes,—numerous, no doubt, and strong enough to struggle on, until they 
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14. This last fact (italicised), according to Dozy, appears from 
the following circumstances. 


(i) The chief deity worshipped in the Temple at Mecca was called Hoba, i.e. 
hab-Baal, ‘the Baal.’ 

(ii) Beside the image of the god, there was a well serving as a treasury: and 
since in Jo.xix.8, among the towns of the Simeonites, we find also ‘ Baal-of-the- 
Well’ (a837 bya), it is probable that this Baal was the Baal propor of the 
Simeonites. 

(iii) The place, which was afterwards called ‘Mecca,’ was named anciently 
t Gedér-Baal,’ i.e. ‘ Baal’s Enclosure’ or ‘ Baal’s Sanctuary.’ This name is found 
nowhere in the O.T. uncorrupted. But the unintelligible ‘Gur-Baal’ of 2Ch.xxvi.7 
must be changed into ‘Gedér-Baal,’ [7.¢: =y) into 443], and the same must be read 





at last got a footing in the land, but for some time after their arrival (as the Bible 
itself tells us) harassed by u variety of conquerors and oppressors. In short, it 
assumes (what the Book of Judges clearly shows, when carefully studied) that, 
before the time of Samuel, Israel had no political or religious organisation whatever. 

Coming thus, without any definite religion of their own (see 91)—or, perhaps, 
bringing with them only some remnant of the religious notions which prevailed in 
Egypt, Ez.xx.7,8, and which they would be ready enough to discard as ‘hateful’ 
(see 116)—and settling among the Canaanites (Phenicians), who were possessed 
already of a high civilisation, (comp. the nine hundred iron chariots of Jabin, 
Juwiv.3, however the story may be exaggerated,) and were possessed also of a fully 
developed religion,—it is most natural that they should have readily adopted the wor- 
ship of JHVH, the ‘God of the land.” Dr. Oort says (116), ‘An oppressed people 
will never adopt the religion of its oppressors, unless it is absorbed in them, and 
loses its nationality.’ With this I fully agree: but the Israelites in Canaan wera 
not exactly the ‘oppressed,’ nor the Canaanites the ‘oppressors.’ In Egypt the 
former were, as the traditions clearly imply, altogether oppressed and down- 
trodden: in Canaan they appear at first rather as the oppressors; and, though at 
times down-trodden—sometimes by Syrianay Junii. 8, and Canaanites, Ju.iv.2, at 
other times by foreign foes, Moabites, iii.14, Midianites, vil, Ammonites, x.1, 
Philistines, xiii.1, from whose invasions, no doubt, the Canaanites also suffered,— 
yet they constantly recovered themselves again, and maintained themselves in 
possession of the greater part—and ‘at last of the whole—of the land. , 

To the common people, no doubt, JHVH was always ‘the Baal,’ even down to 
the time of the Captivity, and was worshipped as such with impure rites and 
bloody sacrifices. But the great Prophets of Israel, under Divine Teaching,— 
beginning, most probably, with Samuel,—were always striving with this idolatry, 
and seeking to raise the people from these gross notions to the idea of JHVH, £s 
the Living God. In future, it will be convenient to use “JHVH’ or ‘IAQ’ in 
speaking expressly of the heathen view of the Deity, which was shared by the 
people of Israel, generally, and ‘Jenova,’ when referring to the higher, more 
Spiritual, view of His Character, us entertained by the Prophets. 
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also in 1Ch.iv.39, (where the place is named simply Gedér,) by slightly modifying 
the following word, [#.e. changing Sy 73 into bya 3). 

(iv) Baal is the planet Saturn; and Mahommedans of the twelfth contury aftér 
Christ knew still thatthe Meccan Sanctuary was anciently dedicuted to Saturn. 


15. Meanwhile the O.T. tells us that JHVH, and not Baal, 
was the God of Israel. But this, according to Professor Dozy, 
is a pia fraus of the orthodox Jews of later centuries, to which 
the writers and compilers of these Books belonged. And it is 
still possible to discover some traces of the truth, such as the 
following :— 


A Amos tells us, v.25,26, that the so-called ‘Tabernacle, the Mosaic Sanc- 
tuary, was dedicated to Saturn (Chiun or Cheivdn), fe Baal, so that a Sanctuary 
of Baal stood at Shiloh, p.27, just as a Feast of Baal took place at the Gilgal, 
p.112, comp. p.142. 

(ii) The same is shown by the fact that the place, where the Ark stood in 
Samuel’s days, known afterwards as ‘ Kirjath-Jearim,’ was formerly called ‘ Kirjath- 
‘Baal’ ( =Baal’s-Town), or simply ‘ Baal,’ 1Ch.xiii.6. 

(iii) ‘Israel’ is one of the names given by the Phonicians in later days to 
Saturn (Sancuon., p.42, ed. Orell). 

(iv) A worship of Baal or Saturn is also implied by the consecration of the 
‘seventh day’ of the week and of the number ‘seven’ generally; and Jews of the 
fifteenth century named also the planet Saturn ‘Sabbethai’ and ‘the Star of 
Israel.’ 

(v) The strongest proof, however, that the worship of Baal went hand in hand 
with that of JHVH, and existed as lawful worship till David's time, is the fact 
that the name Baal occurs in several Proper Names,—among others, in those of 
the sons of Saul and David, viz. Eshdaal, Meribbaal, Baalyadah. The Compiler of 
the Books of Samuel, or later Rabbies, who disliked this, changed these names into 
Ishbosheth, Mephibosheth, Elyadah: but in the parallel passages of the Chronicles 
the original names are still preserved. 


16. The supposition that a Baal-worship existed lawfully in 
Israel superior, or even next,® to the worship of JHVH, is in 


e 

7 Seo these points of Prof. Dozy’s argument exhibited in full in my P.V. 
App 1.3741. 

® The view maintained by me, in P.V.Chap.XIX-—XXI, is, that the worship 
of JenovaH developed itself gradually out of the worship of JHVH, ‘the Baal’ of 
Canaan,—that, consequently, the worship of ‘the Baal’ was neither above nor 
below the worship of JHVH, but in the oldest times—z.e. probably, until the age 
of Samuel—they were simply identical, —the name JHVH having been adopted by 
the Hebrews, after the conquest of Canaan, or else adapted by a slight modification 
(i.e. by the change of j’ into 717) from the mysterious name of the Sun-God 
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c Taba show. this- ‘frst from. the Oyi in- 
order then to. go on} investigate ‘thé. connection; which “existed: 
between: the. worship’ of: the: Baalin and of JHVH.. “We will, j 
finally; fix our’ ‘attention upon the Temple at Meeca, and enquire; 
whether the- phenomena, which přesent. thernselves, there, are’ 
such as to. negative’ our: conclusion. ` ` 


among the northern tribes of Syro-Phænicia, thë two names. being ‘represented i in 
Greek, by profane and Christian writers, by the vory same letters IAQ. 

Accordingly, we find’ Phænician names compounded with Jah, just exactly as 
Hebrew names, ¢.g. ‘ABSaios = Obadiah, Bithias=Bithiah, comp. Abdict, Bethuel 
(P.V.339); So Rezon, the Syrian of Zobah, was the son of Htyadah, 1K.xi.23, in the 
very same age when David’s son was called Baalyadah, 1Ch.xiv.7, who appears ` 
alsó as Elyadah in 28.v.16. ‘This seems to show an identity of worship in Syria 
and Israel; comp. the similar conversion of Baalberith, Ju.ix.4, into Mberith, Ju.ix.46. 
This identity, however, is exhibited still more distinctly in the fact that ih 2.8. viii.10, 
the son of Toi, the Syrian King of Hamath, is actually called Joram, ¢.¢:, Jehoram, 
(=‘JHVH is exalted’), which name appears in 1Ch.xviii.10 as Hadoram. But 
Hadoram is also the name of an officer of Rchoboam in 2Ch.x.18, who appears as 
Adoram in 1K.xii.18,.and as Adoniram in Hi.iv.6, v.14. See App.V. 

It will be found, as we proceed, that the above view gets rid of some difficulties, 
and explains some doubtful points, in the views both of Oorr and Dozy, and, in 
fact, as has been suid already (note °), may help, if approved by scholars, to re- 
concile them. 
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JHVH THE GOD OF ISRAEL. 


` 


17. Ir Baal was anciently the chief Deity of the Israelitish 
tribes, so that his worship was the lawful, official worship in 
the days of Moses, and long afterwards, whence, then, came the 
worship of JHVH?°® Will it be maintained that this was first 


® This question has been answered from my own point of view in P.V. 
Chap. XIX-XXI: see the preceding note. 

I should not say with Prof. Dozy, as quoted by Dr. Oorr, that ‘Baal was the 
chief Deity of the Israelitish tribes’: rather the Sun was ‘the Baal,’ ‘the Lord,’ 
the only Deity worshipped by the people, generally, in the days of Saul and David. 
Nor, taking into account*the unhistorical character of the story of the Exodus in 
the Pentateuch, and especially that of the conquest of Canaan by Joshua,—since 

° half the Book of Joshua is Deuteronomistic (P.V.5), and the rest of it, probably, 
not older than the time of David or Solomon (P.V.212)—can I see ground for as- 
suming, as a matter of fact, that there was any ‘ lawful, official worship ’ established 
‘in the days of Moses’ or for some time after the Exodus. My view is, rather, that 
the Israelites entered Canaan, probably in large numbers, but as a mere undisci- 

-Plined horde, and settled down among the inhabitants of the district as they best 
could, fighting here, intriguing there, but practically, in no long time, overrunning 

*the land. They must probably have had some leader, such as Moses, on their 
march out of Egypt: but the Bible itself tells us that he died before they entered 
Canaan. And, as to Joshua, he appears to be entirely a mythical character, most 
of his great exploits having been recorded only by the Deuteronomist in Josiah’s 
time, and apparently from his own imagination, not even from legendary traditions 
about him, if any could be supposed to have been handed down vividly through 
the lapse of eight centuries. For, surely, if such legends were current in the days 
of Josiah,—and retained so strongly in the recollections of the people, that the 
Deuteronomist could undertake the task of collecting them, and recording them 
permanently on parchthent,—we should find some trace of the renown of this great 
Conqueror in the Psalms and Prophets: whereas his very name is never once 
mentioned. 

In short, my view is that there was no ‘lawful official worship’ in Israel, till 
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entirely overshadowed by Baal-worship, then existed in combi- 
mation with it, and at last expelled it?!° This is, in truth, a very 
improbable supposition. That among a people, which worships 
many gods, it should happen through various circumstances that 
now one, now another, should be more highly honoured, is very 
natural—but not that a people should change its national reli- 
gion for another, unless it loses also its national character, and 
thus becomes, as it were, another nation.'! 


the time of David, when the Tabernacle was erected on Mount Zion. In the 
Tabernacle at Shiloh, apparently the chief Sanctuary in the days of the Judges, ‘the 
Baal’ of Syria was worshipped ; and possibly as early as Eli’s time, or even earlier, 
the Name JHVH was used in Israel, but not with the high spiritual meaning which 
was attached to that Name in later days: for the account in 1S.i-iii is manifestly a 
composition out of a much later age—perbaps that of Solomon (P.V.App.III:23, see 
note **),—and reflects the spirit and views of the writer, living two centuries after 
the birth of Samuel. This ‘worship of JHVH, then, ‘came from’ the Canaanites; 
especially, the Name ‘JHVH’ seems to have been derived from the more advanced 
worship of the Syro-Phenician tribes in the north of Palestine. But ‘the Baal,’ 
the Sun-God, was ‘the God of the land’ throughout the whole district: and, if his 
chief place of worship for Israel was at Shiloh, yet ‘the Baalim,” as representatives 
of ‘the Baal,’ were doubtless worshipped in various places, as is indicated by the 
names Baal-Berith, Baal-Gad, Baal-Hamon, Baal-Hazor, Baal-Hermon, Baal-Meon, 
Baal-Perazim, Baal-Zephon, Baal-Shalisha, Baal-Beer, Baal-Tamar, &c.: comp, 
also Beth-Shemesh, ‘House of the Sun,’ with Beth-El, ‘ House of El,’ and note An- 
Shemesh, ‘Fountain of the Sun,’ Jo.xv.7,xviii.17, Ir-Shemesh, ‘ City of the Sun,’ 
Jo.xix.41, Kheres, ‘the Sun,’ Ju.i.35, Timnath-Kheres, ‘Timnah of the Sun,’ Jw.ii.9. 
Comp. also the mythic Hebrew Hercules, Samson (WDY, ‘the Sun’). If even 
these names were all given originally by the ancient Canaanites, they would prove 
(i) that ‘the Baal’ was the Sun, and (ii) that Sun-worship was at that time 
common in the land; and the whole history teaches us that the Israelites made 
such names their own, by adopting the worship of ‘the Baalim’ all over the land, 
as in the case of Gideon’s father, who had, ‘an altar of the Baal,’ Ju.vi.26. 

10 No! Before Samuel’s time JHVH-worship was Baal-worship, and such it con- 
tinued to be for the mass of the people, even down to the time of the Captivity. 
Only in every age, from Samuel downwards, a few of higher mind were Divinely 
taught to look themselves, and strove—but for the most part in vain—to teach 
their people to look, above JHVH, the Sun-God, to Jznovan, the living Elohim, 
who made ‘the Sun to rule by day, and the Moon by night.’ 

1 Tt will be seen that our view does not require this ‘unnatural’ supposition. 
We do not imagine that the, Hebrews, on coming out of Egypt, where (if the tra- 
dition is to be relied on at all) they had been living in an abject and miserable 
condition, had any particular national Deity. They most probably worshipped the 
gods of Egypt (see Ez.xx.7,8), and followed to some extent the Egyptian customs, 
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18. Every people of antiquity, every tribal confederation, had 
its God, after whom it was named, in whose name it was sum~ 
moned to battle, by whom solemn oaths were taken. This God 
protected his people and fought for it; so that, from the more 
or fewer victories which the people gained, the might or weak- 
ness of its God appeared, 2K.xix.12. And, naturally, each people 
regarded its own God as the God of Gods. Moab was the people 
of Chemosh, N.xxi.29, Jer.xlviii.7,13, 1K.xi.7,33, 2K.xxiii.13 ; 
Ammon’s God was Milchom, 2K.xxiii.13; anciently,—perhaps 
when that people was more closely united with the Moabites, 
>-also, Chemosh, Ju.xi.24; that of the Philistines was Dagon, 
Ju.xvi.23, 18.v.2, that of the Sidonians, Astarte, 1K.xi.5,33.! 

19. ‘No people ever fell away from its God.’ This was in 
Jeremiah’s days a well-known truism, which led him to exclaim. 
to Israel, ii.11:— 


‘Has ever a nation changed its God, though it is no God? Yet my people 
has changed its Glory for a thing of naught.’ 





But they had no attachment to this worship as a national worship inherited from 
their fathers, and would very naturally—if only to ingratiate themselves with the 
people of the land—adopt the worship which they found in Canaan. And this is 
just exactly what they did, according to the statements of the Bible itself, though 
in later Deuteronomistic notices, Ju.ii.11-13, &c. But even the Elohistic story im- 
plies that they knew nothing about JHVH till the time of the Exodus, E.vi.2-7, 
which seems to be based on the historical fact, that they knew nothing of it before 
they left Egypt and (probably after a short—not forty years’—wandering) entered 
into Canaan. 

Nor again, is there any sign, as it seems to me, of any definite ‘national cha- 
racter’ having been formed among them, till the time of Samuel’s efforts.for the 
organisation of the whole community, the progress of which was somewhat inter- 
rupted during the reign of Saul, but brought to completion under David. 

The adoption of the religion of Canaan by the invading Israelites may perhaps 
be paralleled with the adoption of Christianity by the northern barbarians,<who 
made their irruptions into the Roman Empire. 

12 But, even according to the Pentateuch itself, JHVH was not thojGod of Israel 
before the time of Moses, E.vi.2-7: and this account of the Elohist of Samuel’s 
time seems to point, as we have argued, to the historical fact, that JHVH was 
not really known to the Israelites until they left Egypt and settled in Canaan; 
while other indications seem to show, as I have argued in Part V, that in Samuel’s 
days JHVH had been only recently set forth—probably, by Samuel himself—as 
Jenovan, the Living God, the God of israel. 
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It may be said, in answer to this complaint, that the Israel 
vof Jeremiah’s days was, according to the Prophet himself, an 
example of a people changing its God. But be it remembered 
that here an ambassador is speaking, who characterised, as revolt 
from JHVH, whatever in the popular religion was in his view 
unlawful, whatever practice conflicted with his own idea of 
JHVH-ism. Although in Jeremiah’s time the Gods of Judah 
were even ‘more in number than their cities,’ Israel was still, 
nevertheless, then as ever, the people of JHVH. 

20. The language of the Prophets, who continually reproached 
the people with forsaking JHVH,—the notices of the writers of 
Judges and Samuel, who knew.no other causes of national 
affliction than idolatry, and constantly ascribed the miseries of 
Israel to that source,—might easily lead us on a false track. 
Before the Captivity, Israel was absolutely not in the possession 
of Monotheism. A few might raise themselves to this height ; 
but the mass of the people were thorough-going polytheists, 
Still, that did not prevent JHVH remaining all along. the God 
of Israel.'3 An anti-JHVH-istic worship was never popular in 
Israel. 

21. How deeply, indeed, the reverence for JHVH had pene- 
trated the heart, not merely of Priests and Prophets, but of ‘the 
People, appears from the religious history of the northern king- 
dom. Surely, if in the days of Saul and David JHVH stood in 
the shadow of Baal,—nay, had even his place contested, as the 
God of Israel,—then it is inexplicable that Jeroboam, the son 
of Nebat, should have established a worship of JHVH, of which 
fact, however, there can be no doubt.!4 He would rather, in 


4 Certainly, JHVH remained all along the God of Israel,—that is, as we sup- 
pose, from the time when Samuel and the prophets of his school first introduced 
the idea of JEHOVAH being the Covenant-God of Israel. 

" Tt is not at all inexplicable if, in the eyes of the people, JHVH was the same 
asthe Baal. And that this was the case we gather from the fact that both Saul and 
David bad sons whose names were compounded with Baal, viz, Eshéaal, Baalyadah 
(16.7), as well as others whosé names were compounded with JHVH, as Jonathan, 
‘18.xiti.2, Adonijah, Shephatiah, 2S.iii.4. Accordingly, at Byblus, Adonis (JHVH) 
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opposition to Solomon’s temple-worship, have done homage to 
Baal! Under Ahab, the worship of the Tyrian Baal was in? 
troduced—or at least favoured—by the king.’® Violent was 


had a famous temple in common with the goddess Baaltis, Von der Aum, I.p.494, 
495. And, that the worship established by Jeroboam was really the worship of 
JHVH, the Baal of the tribes of Canaan, is plain from his setting up calves,~ 
or, rather, heifers, see notes 3%, 10__gg symbols of the Deity, 1K.xii.28-30. Von der 
Arm observes, I.p.477:—'The steer was in all West-Asiatic religions, and also 
with the Egyptians, the image of the Sun-God. Doubtless, the usefulness and 
strength of this animal determined its being chosen as the symbol of this Deity.’ 

~ Accordingly, by the calf at Bethel was set up an Ashera, 2K.xxiii.15, just as in 
the Temple of JHVH. at Jerusalem, 2K.xxiii.6,—that is, a phallus, note *, the 
symbol of the worship of Adonis, which is so constantly connected with ‘the Baal,’ 
E.xxxiv.13, D.v.ii.6, xii8, 1K.xiv.23, 2K xvii.10, xsiii.14, Mic.v.12,13, and comp. 
2K.xvii.16—-‘ And they made them molten images, even two calves, and made an 
Ashera, and worshipped all the host of heaven, and served the Baal,’ 

And, if the mention of ‘the host of heaven’ leaves a doubt whether the expression 
‘served the Baal’ may not be used here in a more general sense, for idolatrous 
worship of any kind, yet we read more distinctly in Tob.i.4,5,—‘ All the tribe of 
Nephtali my father fell from the House of Jerusalem, which was chosen out of all 
the tribes of Israel, that all the tribes should sacrifice there, where the Temple of 
the Habitation of the Most High was consecrated and built for all ages. Now all 
the tribes which revolted together, and the house of my father Nephthali, sacrificed 
to the Baul the heifer’ See especially note *. 

15 Jeroboam’s object was not to prevent the people recognising JHVH as the 
God of Israel, but to prevent their going up to Jerusalem, 1K.xii.27. And, in fact, 
the worship of JHVH was, probably, not more corrupt under Jeroboam at Dan 
and Bethel, than it was in Judah under his rival Rehoboam, under whose reign we 
read, 1K.xiv,22~24,— : 

‘Judah did evil in the sight of Jenovan, and they provoked Him. to jealousy 
with their sins which they had committed, above all that their fathers had done. 
And thoy also, built them high-places, and statues, and asheras, upon every high 
hill and under every green tree. And there was also the sodomite (lit. ‘holy-one,’ 
é.e, consecrated to the Deity) in the land: they did according to all the abomins- 
tions of the nations which Jehovah drave-out before the sohs of Israel.’ 

16 Ahab, at the instance of his wife Jezebel, introduced the worship of the 
Tyrian Baal,—called by the Greeks ‘the Tyrian Heracles’—still the Sun-God, but 
worshipped under a different name* and, probably, with different rites—especially, 





* Some, a§' Monter, Rel. der Kurth. p.41, and Hastaxer, Mise. Phen. p.240, 
derive this name ‘Herakles’ from Sona, harachal, ‘he who goes about,’ comp, 
Ps.xix.6. But Movers, i.p.430-2, rejects this derivation, and, appealing to the 
name *ApxaActs, the son of Phenix, the founder of Gades, Etym. Mag., he derives 
it from OYN, Archal, of which word the first half, meaning ‘Fire,’ occurs in the 
word Ariel, Is.xxix.1,2,7, and the last half is found in Jehuchal oy Juchal, Jer. 
xxxvii,3,xxxviii.l, =‘ Jah prevails,’ comp. G.xxxii.25.28, Hos.xii.3,4.—Ep, 
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the opposition, sharp the conflict, and quickly was it decided : 
tind Jehu put an end to this worship for ever." 


with a dreadful system of human sacrifices (P.V.p.293). So Josernus says, Ant. 
VIII. xiii.i—‘ Ahab married the daughter of Ithobal (Ethbaal), the King of the 
Tyriane and Sidonians, whose name was Jezebel, from whom he learned to worship 
her Gods. For this woman was energetic and daring, and went on to such a pitch 
of shameless madness, that she even built a temple to tle Tyrian Deity, whom 
_ they call Bel’ And again he says, Ant.IX.vi.5,—‘ This Baal was the God of the 
Tyrians. And Ahab, wishing to gratify his stepfather Ithobal, King of the Tyrians 
and Sidonians, built a temple to him? But JHVH was the Syrian Baal, the God 
of Byblus and Lebanon (P.V.App.1IL11, Mov.i.p.176,181,188,195), though (as we 
have said) the Sun-God still, in all cases, Mov.i. p.184. . 

As the Zyrian Baal was, apparently, not known in Israel till the time of 
Ahab, it is plain that ‘the Baal’ to whom Gideon’s surname ‘Jerubbaal’ refers, 
must have been the Syrian or Syro-Phenician Baal, Adonis-IAO. Perhaps, the 
worship of this Syrian Baal was more easy, sensual, and lascivious, than the 
severer and stricter worship of the Tyrian Baal. 

17 Jehu rooted-out the worship of the Tyrian Baal, introduced by Jezebel, but 
not that of the Syrian Baal; for we are expressly told that, though Jehu ‘de- 
stroyed the Baal out of Israel,’ yet he ‘ departed not from the sins of Jeroboam the 
son of Nebat, who made Israel to sin, the golden calves of Bethel and Dan. 
2K.x.28,29, And, accordingly, we find the worship of the calves of Bethaven 
(=Bethel) referred to in the days of Jehu’s great-grandson, Jeroboam, by the pro- 
phet Hosea, viii.5,6, x.5, whereas in ii.8,17, the people of Samaria are spoken of 
as still serving ‘the Baal’ or ‘the Baalim’: and both in ii.8 and xiii.1 the LXX 
has rf BdaA, where the feminine article is explained by the more full expression in 
Tob.i.6, t0vov rý Béad rf Sapdre, ‘they sacrificed to the Baal the heifer’; comp. 
2K.x.29, af Sapdres af xpvoat èv Bubna xal èv Ady, ‘the golden heifers in Bethel 
and in Dan,’ and see also the LXX version of 1K.xii.28-32, where Sduarts, ‘ heifer,’ 
is continually used. 

And so writes Von der Arx, ip.611:—‘ Jehu, it is true, at the instance of the 
prophets, extirpated the worship of [the Tyrian] Baal: but it is not recorded 
that he burnt also the Asheras, Rather, we find from 2K.xiii.6 that Jehu’s son 
and follower, Jehoahaz, like his father, maintained the worship of the calf [f Bdaa 
Å Sduorrs] at Bethel, and, it is added, the Ashera remained standing in Samaria.’ 
This was, no doubt, the famous Ashera which Ahab made, 1K.xvi.33, and which 
Manasseh seems to have copied, 2K.xxi.3, and which was at last burnt by Josiah, 

2K.xxiii.16. It was, probably, not connected particularly with the worship of the 
Tyrian Baal, which Jehu extirpated, but belonged to the old worship of JHVH, 
which he did not wish to abolish, We read, indeed, of ‘450 prophets of the Baal 
and 400 prophets of the Ashera, who ate at Jezebel’s table,’ 1K.xviii.19; se that 
this Tyrian Princess patronised both forms of worship; and, in fact, the nate of 
her daughter, ‘ Athaliah,’ 2K.viii.18,26, was compounded with JHVH. And these . 
were all assembled by Elijah on Mount Carmel. But it is noticeable thatonly ‘the 

450 prophets of the Baal’ are addressed by the prophet, and said to have been 
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22. Especially, let it be observed that, when the northern 
kingdom had been carried captive, and so the best part of the 
people was no longer in the land, but had made way for 


killed by his orders, 1K.xviii.22,25,40: so that even Elijah is not represented as 
judging so severely ‘the prophets of the Ashera,’ that is, apparently, the prophets 
of the old worship of the Syrian Baal. 

Also, these same ‘400 prophets,’ apparently, are called together by Ahab, as 
prophets of JHVH, and they reply in the name of JHVH, 1K.xxii.5,6, and so, 
Micaiah is spoken of as ‘a prophet of JHVH Jesides,’ v.7,8. It seems plain, 
therefore, that the prophets of the Ashera at Bethel,—who were, of course, pro- 
phets of ‘the Baal the heifer’ there,—were regarded as ‘ prophets of JHVH,’—in 
other words, that ‘the Baal’ of Bethel was identified by the people with JHVH. 

Further, it is evident from Hos.iv.15—‘ Though thou, Israel, play the harlot, yet 
let not Judah offend; and come ye not to the Gilgal, neither go ye up to Bethaven 
(Bethel), and swear ye not, Life of JHVH! (JHVH for ever!)’—that the people 
of Judah were in the habit of frequenting these high-places of Israel at the Gilgal 
and at Bethel. But so also the people of Israel seem to have been in the habit of 
attending some similar idolatrous worship at Beersheba, in the south of Judah, 
Am.v.5—‘ Seek ye not Bethel, neither eome ye to the Gilgal, and pass not to Beer- 
sheba,’—and again, viii.l4, ‘They that swear by the transgression of Samaria 
(=the heifer at Bethel,) and say ‘Thy God for ever, O Dan!’ and “The way of 
Beersheba for ever!’’ It would seem that at each of these places, Bethel, Dan, the 
Gilgal, Beersheba, there were well-known festivals connected with the worship of 
‘SHVH, ‘tho Baal’ of Canaan, the ‘God of the land,’—and that the symbol of the 
Deity at Dan and Bethel,—if not also at Gilgal and Beersheba, and perhaps other 
places in both kingdoms—was a heifer (Sduadrs), which accounts, perhaps, for the 
LXX using often the feminine article, which some refer to eixdy, ‘image,’ understood. 

It may be useful to collect here in one view the different forms of expression 
employed by the LXX for ‘the Baal’ and ‘the Baalim’:— 

ó Béod, Jwii.l3, vi.25,28,30,31,32, viii.33, 1K.xvi.31,32, xvili.22,26,40, xix.18, 

2K.jii.2, x.18,19,20,21,22,23,25,26,27,28, xi.18, xviil6, xxiii.4,5; 
Å Bdar, 2K.xxi.3, Jer.ii.8,23,28, vii.9, xi.13,17, xii.16, xix.5, xxiii.13,27, Hos.ii.8, 
xiii.l, Zeph.i.4; 

_ N.B: Jeremiah has always ù Béad ; in Rom.xi.4 4 Bded stands for ô Bda of 

1K. xix.18 ; 
Bdoa, 1K.xviii.21, 2Ch.xxtii.17,27 ; 
ó Baal, Ju.x.10; 
of Boaaly, Ju.ii.11,ii.7, viii.33,x.6, 1S.xii10, 1K xviii, 18,xxii.63(54), 2Ch.xxxiii.3, 
xxxiv.4, Hos,ii.17, xi.2; 

al Baaalu, 18, vii.4, 2Ch.xxiv.7 ; 

while they express also ‘the Baal’ in 1K-xviii.19,25, Jer.iii.24, Hos.ix.10, by 
4 aloxévn, ‘the shame,’ (= nwa, bosheth, as in Ish-bosheth, Mephi-bosheth, 
Jerubbesheth, comp. ‘ the Bosheth’ used for ‘the Baal’ in Jer.iii.24, xi.13, 
Hos.ix.10,) and ‘the Baalim’ by rà e¥SwAa, ‘the idols,’ in 2Ch.xvii.3, 
xxviii.3(?), Jer.ix.14. 

Cc 
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Assyrian colonists with strange religions, yet the worship of 
JHVH, however adulterated and degenerated, still prevailed 
there. The writer of 2K.xvii, although very inimically disposed 
towards that people [the Samaritans], who gave the Jews so 
much trouble after the Captivity, cannot deny this; see ex- 
pressly v.26-28.!§ If this was so in Epbraim, with surrounding 
[heathen] tribes, how much more must it have been the case 
“in Judah, which for a long while had not been so much mixed 
up with Canaanites, and in which, as appears by the result, 
Mosaism had struck much deeper root than in the north of the 
land.!9 


18 The writer of 2K.xvii does not appear to have lived after, but during, the 
Captivity, comp.2K.xxv.27-30, and therefore had no experience of the ‘trouble’ 
which the Samaritans gave the Jews in Nehemish’s time, nor, consequently, had 
he any special ‘animosity’ against them. He depicts, indeed, their idolatries very 
strongly in 2K.xvii; but just us the Deuteronomist paints in the strongest colours 
the abominations of the Canaanites, and their (imaginary) extermination by Israel 
under Joshta at God’s command, in order to convey a lesson to the people of Judah, 
and impress upon them the terrible dangers which threatened them in consequence 
of their own sins: see P.ITI.884—886. 

But the language used in 2K.xvii, and especially in v.26-28, ‘they know not 
the manner of the God of the land,’ seems to point exactly to such a worship of 
JHVH as we have supposed, which these Assyrian foreigners were taught by one 
of the former priests of JHVH, v.27,28, yet weré allowed to mingle with ‘it their 
own idolatrous worships, v.29-82: so ‘they feared JHVH, and served their own 
gods,’ v.33, . 

19 What sign have we of Mosaism, ‘striking’ any such ‘deep root’ in Judah till 
the time of David and Solomon, some centuries after the Exodus? None whatever. 
Rather, Samuel, the first great Reformer of Israel, was himself (to all appearance) 
a man of Ephraim (P.V.272), and from his nearer proximity to the Syro-Phenician 
tribes may have been brought into closer contact with the higher mysteries of their 
religion, and among them with the secret meaning of the name JHVH, that name 
‘full of mystery,’ and ‘taught in the priestly mysteries by the very oldest Pheenician 
hierophants,’ P.V. App. 111.48. 

Instead, therefore, of saying, that from the first ‘ Mosaism had struck mach deeper 
root in Judah’ than in Israel, we should rather say that the influence of Samuel, and of 
the prophets of his school under David and Solomon, had naturally produced a stronger 
effect upon Judah, because their force was concentrated, in David’s and Solomon’s 
time, around the Court and Sanctuary ‘in Jerusalem, Yet even this must be said 
with some reservation, when we reflect upon the gross idolatries which were prac- 
tised all along in Judah even by Solomon himself, and down to the seventeenth 
year of the good king Josiah. The history, indeed, is more severe upon the doings 
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23. With our eye on this fact that, from the time of Solomon 
onwards, JHVH was incontestably the God of Israel, and obe 
serving that ‘no people changes its God,’ we ask—If in the days 
of Moses Baal was the national Deity of Israel, when did that 
complete revolution in the national character take place, by 
which it became, from the people of Baal, the people of JHVH ? 
If in David’s time Baal was still the true God of Israel, what 
happened, then, through which in Solomon’s time, and ever 
afterwards, JHVH took his place ? 2 


of the people of Jsrael: but we must not forget that it was written by a man of 
Judah, and that we have no accounts of the affairs of the northern kingdom from 
one of themselves, except, perhaps, in the legendary stories of Elijah and Elisha, 
and except also what we may gather from the prophets who prophesied in Israel, 
Hosea and Amos, and whose language concerning their countrymen is hardly 
more strong than that which Jeremiah uses of Judah. 

2 We answer this question in the words of Von der Ata, i.p.483 :—‘ The whole 
300 years of the period of the Judges must be regarded as a time, during which the 
Hebrews and Canaauites, under various leavening influences, were blended into one 
people. In this process the Israelites, it is true, had the upper hand as regards 
external power: but, as happens to all conquerors, they submitted themselves to 
the old inhabitants of the land in respect of religion, morals, and customs. When 
they came forward as one people under David and Solomon, their whole worship 
was Phenician: Phoenicians built the Temple at Jerusalem, and the national Deity 
became the mysterious Phenician IAO or JHVH? 

In ‘the days of Moses ’—or, rather, in ‘the days of the Exodus ’—there was, 
as we suppose, xo national Deity of Israel. What worship they had was loose and 
undefined, as that of a straggling, undisciplined, horde might be: and thus it had 
no hold upon them. But, whatever it was, they appear (even from the Bible 
accounts) to have adopted readily the religion of Canaan, and fell into the worship 
of the ‘God of the land,’ the Phenician Baal, JHVH or IAO. In Samuel’s time, 
JHVH or, as the Prophet desired to have it, Jenova was formally recognised as 
the ‘God of Isracl’; and, regarded in this light, there was’ no strong repugnance 
in pious minds,—at least, down to the early part of David’s reign,—to call Jsuovan 
‘the Baul’ of Israel,—as we see by the names of the sons of Saul, and Jonathan, 
and David himself, Eskbaal, Meribbaal, Baalyadah. Thus in the time of Samuel, 
Saul, and even the early part of David's reign, JzHovau was ‘the Baal,’ even in 
the eyes of enlightened men, as JHVH always was in the eyes of the multitude, 
There was, therefore, no such ‘complete revolution in the national character,’ as 
Dr. Oort speaks of. But very soon, it would seem, in the reign of David,—perhaps, 
after the erection of the Tabernacle on Mount Zion,—the name ‘the Baal’ ceased 
to be used by pious people in speaking of ‘Jzwovan’; it was reserved by them 
for JHVH, as worshipped by the idolatrous majority. These latter, however,— 
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24. The circumstance, that in later time JHVH was the 
£God of Israel,’ is of so great weight, that we have a right à 
priori to assume that he was this from the time when Israel 
became a people, z.e. after the Exodus out of Egypt.?! Incon- 
testably certain evidences must be adduced to prove the con- 
trary, if we are to be required to believe it.” 


that ig, the people at large—seem certainly to have been in the habit of addressing 
JHVH by the name ‘the Baal,’ as we gather from Hos.ii.16,17. 

21 Surely, there is no real evidence in the history (not including, of course, the 
Pentateuch and Book of Joshua) that Israel did become a people till the days of 
Samuel. Everything seems to point to Samuel as the great Organizer, as well as 
Reformer, of his people: comp.1S.vii.3-17, especially v.15-17, and 18.viii,xii. 
Before his time, as we gather from the accounts in the Judges, they acted as sepa- 
rate tribes, —coming together, voluntarily, Ju.xx.1, but not recognising any central 
authority, ‘doing’ every man that which was right in bis own eyes, Ju.xxi.25, 
According to the Song of Deborah, several of the tribes—ns Reuben, Gilead, Dan, 
Asher, —took no part in Barak's great movement, nor are Judah, Simeon, Levi, 
named in connection with it. So Gideon and Jephthah had only partial followings. 
Saul seems to have been the first, who summoned with a voice of authority ‘all 
Israel’ to war, and ‘blew the trumpet throughout all the land, saying, Let the 
Hebrews hear !’ 18. xiii.3. 

In fact, they may more properly be said to have become a nation first, when 
‘they refused to-obey the voice of Samuel, and said, Nay! but we will have a king 
over us, that we also may be like all the nations, and that our king may judge us, 
and go out before us, and fight our battles,’ 18. viii.19,20. 

22 The proofs, which seem to show that JHVH was not recognised as the national 
‘God of Israel’ until the days of Samuel—though they had probably before this 
begun to worship him, as the ‘God of the land’—are chiefly the following. ; 

(i) The Elobist distinctly states that the name JHVH was not known in Israel 
until the time of the Exodus. If we set aside, as unhistorical, the account of the 
miraculous revelation of this name to Moses, the residual fact, which seems to lie 
really at the basis of this account, is this, that they did not know that name until 
they left Egypt and settled in Canaan. 

(ii) This is supported by the fact that the Syro-Pheenicians, living in the North 
of Canaan, in Byblus and on Lebanon, notoriously did use a name, represented in 
Greek by the same letters as JHVH, viz. IAQ, as the great mysterious name of this 
Baal, the Sun-God, who was called also ‘Adonis’ and ‘ God Most High,’ as Jrnovan 
is called in Scripture ‘ Adonai’ and ‘El Most High. P.V.App.IIL.10,11, &. 

(iii) It is still further confirmed by the fact that the sacred name IAO, which 
the Hebrews must have known and used, if they adopted this worship, as they did all 
other worships of the tribes around them,—(and, in fact, we know they did adopt it 
at some time or other in their history, since weread of women ‘ weeping for Tammuz,’ - 
Ez.viii.14, where Tammuz is another name for Adonis, Mov.i.195),—is,not mentioned 
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25. Some facts, indeed, are quoted to show that, in the wor- 
ship of Israel, Baal had formerly the place of honour. But we 
shall see presently that these facts are not sufficient to prove 
this. First, however, we observe that, while stress is laid on all 
these, the truly overwhelming number of indications to the 
contrary is left out of consideration. The whole O.T. agrees 
in this, that, after the deliverance out of Egypt, in the wilder- 
ness of Sinai, a covenant was made between JHVH and Israel 
—in other words, that JHVH was then adopted. as the national 
God of Israel.” 

26. “It is tiue, it may be maintained that this is the work of 
the Compiler of our Books. But, besides the historical data, 


at all among the names of heuthen deities, us Moloch, Chemosh, Rimmon, &e. which 
were the objects of worship among them. This implies that this name was not re- 
garded as idolatrous, but had been consecrated by being used—as we suppose, first 
in Samuel’s time—ns the special name of the ‘God of Israel.’ 

(iv) It is again confirmed by the fact that, whereas the Elohist lived in the 
days of Samuel, and the other writers of Genesis (except the Deuteronomist) in the 
days of Saul, David, and Solomon, we find them using ‘Jehovah’ more and more 
freely as the ago comes lower. 

(v) Add, also, that defore Samuel's time very few—if any—Hebrew names 
exist, which are compounded with ‘ Jehovah ’—that iz his time we find names com- 
pounded with ‘Elohim,’ ‘Baal,’ and ‘Jehovah, —that after his time names with 
‘Baal’ soon disappear altogether, while those with ‘Jehovah’ become very numerous. 

(vi) Lastly, the phenomena observed in the Psalms (P.V. App. a 52,53) seem 
to us very strongly confirmatory of the above view. 

* It is true, no doubt, that ‘ the whole O.T. agrees in this’>—i.e. in assuming that 
JHVH was adopted in the wilderness as the Covenant-God of Israel. But this was 
based, as we suppose, upon the story in the Exodus as originally written, and is abun- 
dantly explained by the circumstances of their history, as we conceive it. The fact, 
that there is a consensus of Scripture-writers, asserting or assuming this ‘ adoption 
of JHVH’ from the Mosaic age, no more suffices to prove the reality of the event 
itself, than their equally strong asseverations as to the original purity of the worship 
in Israel—‘ the kindness of her youth,’ the ‘love of her espousals,’ Jer.ii.2, Ez.xvi.8, 
Hos.ii.165 —suffice to prove that they really did ‘go after Jehovah in the wilderness,’ 
that ‘Israel was holiness unto Jehovah, the firstfruits of His increase.’ In short, 
we appeal to Dr. Oorr’s own remarks in (4,5) against his argument here: and, 
indeed, he himself feels the force of this objection, and proceeds to support his 
view by other reasonings, which appenr to us equally unconvincing. 

2t Not of the Compiler, but of the original Writers, of the story in the Pentateuch 
—tho Elohist and his disciples or immediate followers, as well as tho later Deutero- 
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many of which probably were recorded in a late age, there 
.exists a considerable number of ancient memorials, which show 
us that, from the time of Moses onward, JHVH was the National 
God of Israel. 

27. Out of the days of Moses himself we have not much that 
can be literally called genuine; but still we have somewhat. 
We shall not make any use of the superscription to the Deca- 
logue, ‘I am JHVH thy Elohim,’ since that may be disputed.” 
But, apart from this, the refrain of the hymn, E.xv.1,2, is most 
probably genuine, and there we have ‘ Sing ye JHVH!” The 
same Divine Name is mentioned also in the old war-song against 
Amalek, E.xvii.16,— 

‘The hand on the banner of Jan! War of JHVH against Amalek for ever!’ 


28. So, too, there is no reason why N.x.35,36 should not be 


nomist. For all these wrote, as we suppose, at a time when the name JHVH was 
already used in Israel, and recognised (as we suppose it first began to be under 
Samuel) as the name of the God of Israel. 

33 This, of course, is a statement of great importance, if only it ean be confirmed 
by facts. The reader's attention is requested especially to this point,—that is, to 
Dr. Oorr’s evidences in support of his assertion, und to our notes upon them. 

28 Dr. Oorr is right in saying that the argument from the occurrence of ‘ JEVH 
thy Elohim’ in E.xx.2,6,7,10,12, ‘may be disputed.’ For there can be little 
doubt that the Decalogue in its earlier form, E.xx.2~17, as well as in its later, 
D.v.6-21, is due to the Deuteronomist. See App.I. 

2 Prof. Kuenen, who originally (Eng. Ed. p.106) regarded E.xv.1-18 as a 

‘genuine Mosaic song,’ has since written to me (p.107), ‘This seems to me now 
too conservative: I cannot deny that you have made the Mosaic origin of this song 
appear much more doubtful.’ It appears to me, in fact, to be due—as are all the 
poetical pieces in Genesis (P.V.Anal.337,xxxviii.N.B.)—to the Jehovist of the 
age of David, 

2 What proof is there, of any kind, to show that this utterance is Mosaic? Why 
may not this declaration of internecine war against Amalek be also due tothe 
Jchovist, writing at a time when the atrocities of the Amalekites, committed against 
Israel, were recently committed—when they had ‘invaded the south, and smitten 
Ziklag, and burned it with fire, and had taken the women captives that were 
therein. . . And David snd his men came to the city, and behold! it was burned 
with fire; and their wives and their sons and their daughters were taken captives. 
And David and the people that were with him lifted up their voice and wept, until 
they had no more power to weep,’ 18.xxx.1-4—and expressing the savage feelings 
of the people against these insolent invaders ? 
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Mosaic. It contains two short addresses to JHVH, upon the 
setting-forth and resting of the Ark: in any. case, therefore, it, 
dates from the time*® when this Sanctuary was carried about in 
war, of which we find no more trace after David’s age. These 
are — 

‘ Ariso, JHVH! let thine enemies be scattered, 


t Let them that hate Thee fice before Thee!” 
‘Return, JHVH, to* the ten-thousands of the tribes of Israel!’ 


29. The same conclusion may he drawn, if we examine the 
memorials out of the times of the Judges. For instance, the 
title of a certain document in which, among other matters, there 
were recorded conflicts out of the Mosaic time, is ‘The Book of 
the Wars of JHVH, N.xxi.14.21 So the ‘Song of Deborah’ 


*T have shown in 4pp.II..that this passage is, in all probability, a Deutero- 
nomistic interpolation. 

% This does not seem to follow at all. The passage in question, N.x.33-36, does 
not refer to the Ark being taken out to ther, but speaks merely of ordinury marches 
in the wilderness. And surely it would not have required any great effort of 
imagination to havo invented such formule as these in a later day,—especially, 
as the first of them was adapted, as we suppose, from Ps.lxviii,1 ? 

31 It is very doubtful if this ‘Book of the Wars of JHVH’ did record ‘ conflicts 
out of the Mosaic time,’ It is only mentioned in this one place of the Bible, and 
the extract here made from it does not appear to have any connection with the 
affairs of Israel at the time of the Exodus. It is true, the Eng. Vers. would seem 
to imply the contrary—‘ What He did at the Red Sea, &c.’ But this translation is 
unquestionably wrong. The LXX has rh» Zwd8 epadyie, ‘set-on-fire Zahab,’ 
having evidently read aarny for aay NY: comp. ayy Me-zahab, the name 
of an ancient Edomitish chief, G.xxxvi.39. Kwones retains the usual reading, 
but renders the passage thus :— 

$ ‘ Vaheb in Suphah, 

And the brooks of Arnon ; 

And the stream of the brooks, 

Which descendeth to the dwelling of Ar, 

r And leaneth upon the border of Moab.’ 

And he observes that the quotation is abrupt, the verb being left out at the begin- 
ning, e.g. ‘they (the Amorites) possessed,’ če. as their suuthern border. But, 
at all events, the form of the Hebrew expressions shows plainly that we have in 





* Or, ‘Return, Thou ten-thousend, &.!’ according to 2K.ii12. “E. Mem, 
Gesch. der Poet. Nation. der Hebr., p.48, adds to these Mosaic documents also 
N.vi.24~26; but the genuineness of this may be contested.—Oorrt. 
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distinctly declares that JHVH was the ‘ God of Israel,’ in whose 
„Name the tribes were summoned to war; the war against the 
Canaanites was a war of JHVH, v.23, and the people is called 
the ‘people of JHVH,’ v.11. È 
30. It is true, men may shrug the shoulder and say, . Yes ! 
but who knows how much has been changed in it in later 
days?’ It may be maintained that the Rabbies, who allowed 
themselves some liberties with Proper Names to which they had 
an objection, may have everywhere set JHVH in place of Baal. 
But, certainly, they were not so free as this in their changes. 
The varying traditions and legends out of the time of the 
Judges show how much they left unchanged which must have 
been displeasing to them. l 


the first word the name of a place, such as Vaheb (or Zahab), He adds also, ii. 
p.114, that ‘Suphah’ appears to be the name of a place; and in Arabic the word 
means terra mollis inter duram et arenosem, ‘soft land in the midst of hard and 
sandy,’ and actually appears as the name of a place, Maraszid, ii.p.68, though not 
in the locality here meant. 

Ken and Dexrrzscu, in their very orthodox commentary, while maintaining that 
the ‘Book of the Wars of JHVH?’ was ‘a collection of songs out of the time of 
Moses,’ yet remark, ii.p.286, ‘ Vahkeb is without doubt the namo of an Amoritish 
fortress, and ABD? bésuphah, means ‘in a storm,’ as in Nah.i.3’; and so they 
render the passage ‘He took Vaheb in a storm, &c.,’ understanding ‘He’ to 
mean ‘JHVH.’ But there is nothing whatever to decide this. The subject of the 
verb understood may have been JHVH, or it may have been Moses, Israel, Joshua, 
the Amorite, or even David, At all events, if this ‘Book’ was written (as wo 
suppose) in David’s days, the title is at once explained; since in that ago JEVE 
was the covenant-God who fought for Israel, Ps.1xviii.4,16,18,20. See App.V.14,16. 

5? We believe the ‘Song of Deborah’ to be also a poem out of the.Davidic age, 
and imitated in part from Ps.lxviii. Kem and Derrrzscu observe, iii.p.284—‘ This 
highly poetical sung is so direct and lively an expression of the glowing energy of 
the spirit which was called forth by the mighty exaltation of Israel and the victory 
gained over Sisera, that its genuineness at the present day is generally recognised,’ 
But surely this assumes an utter absence of the poetical spirit in Israel,—-as if it 
was not possible for a later poet—e.g, one writing under the influence of the ‘ glow- 
ing energy’ of David’s time—to imagine such a state of things as that here pictured, 
and to produce such a poem as this,—as Lord Macaulay in his ‘Lays of Ancient 
Rome,’ and Burns in his ‘ Scots wha hae wi’ Wallace bled,’ have thrown themsolves 
into the spirit of earlier ages. See App.III. 

33 From our point of view we do not need any of these later Rabbinical altera- 
tions. We suppose that generally, throughout the Pentateuch and the whole Bible, 
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31. All the narratives in Judges and Samuel* mention 
JHVH as the tribal Deity of Israel ;** and these are for a greate 
part very old, and we have them preserved pretty much in 
their original form. It is plain, for instance, that the account 
of Jephthah’s sacrificing his daughter to JHVH cannot have 
been written at a time, when the sacrifice of a human being 
was deemed unlawful.® 


JHVH stands now where it was first written ; though we believe also that the first- 
written passage, in which it occurs, E.vi.2-7, was written in the age of Samuel. 

But, while we heartily agree with Dr. Oort’s judgment as to the improbability 
of the Rabbies having made such numerous changes, we apply also this principle 
to confirm our own argument (P.V.App.11.62,53), that, where Elohim and Jehovah 
occur in the Second Book of the Psalms, they were most probably sè written by 
the original writer or writers. It seems to us highly improbable that the original 
‘Jehovah’ in these Psalms should have been changed by some later hand into 
‘Elohim,’—much more, that they should have been changed so arbitrarily and 
irregularly, as to have left ‘Jehovah’ still standing, once, twice, thrice, or four 
limes in different Psalms. But if the prevalent use of ‘Elohim,’ which singularly 
characterises these Psalms, is really due to their writer or writers, there must 
have been a reason for this, which our view supplies, by supposing that the Name 
‘Jehovah’ had only been recently introduced into the worship of devout men, as 
that of the God of Israel, when these Psalms were written, —some of them certainly, 
as we believe, as Ps.lx and Ps.lxviii—if not al/—in the reign of David. 

st Why should they not do this; since, however old, they were written after the 
time, when JHVH had been adopted as the ‘ God of Israel’ in Samuel’s age? This, 
at least, is our view, though we cannot, of course, give the full proof of it, without 
going through the whole Book of Judges. But we have given reasons in 
App. ID for concluding that Ju.v is of the age of David; and Ju.xvii-xxi is shown 
to be also not earlier than the time of Saul, from the repeated mention of the fact 
that ‘in-those days there was no king in Israel,’ xvii.6, xviiil, xix.1, xxi.25. 
Again, Prof. Kusnen says, Hist. Krit. Onderzoek, ip.212, that ‘the Book of Jasher 
(Book of the Righteous), from which Ju.iv.4-24 is derived, was composed in or after 
David's reign, and that the full account of the wars of the Philistines, from which 
Ju.xiii-xvi is derived, cannot be older than David, and is most probably muck 
younger; and so, too, the documents used in Ju.vi-ix, were certainly as far from 
being eqntemporary with the events referred to, as that from which the writer 
derived the history of Jephthah, Ju.xi.1-xii.6.’ See also App. IV. 

Lastly, some portions appear to be interpolations by the Deuteronomistic Editor. 

35 But Dr. Oorr himself has shown, het Menschenoffer in Israel, that there is no 


* I take no account of Joshua, because this Book was brought into its present 


shape at a very late date, and it is almost impossible to recognise anywhere the 
oldest form of its contents,—Ookr. 
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32. The legend of Samson, with the lifelong Nazariteship in 
-honour of JHVH, which is therein mentioned and dignified, is 
very far indeed from showing a priestly or prophetical, much 
less a rabbinical, colour. Ju.xvii gives us a view of a 
JHVH-istic worship, the account of which has certainly not 
been recorded or retouched by orthodox Israelites; for it tends 
to the glorification of the famous sanctuary at Dan, which was 
not exactly to their taste.?” 

33. If the Sanctuary at Shiloh was a temple of Baal, how, 
then, can we explain the origin of the accounts in 18.i-iii? . 
These accounts are ancient; for the true priest, whom JHVH 
will raise,up instead of the house of Eli, ii.35, can be no other 
than Zadok ;* and this narrative, therefore, must have been 
composed shortly after Solomon’s time," when the house of 


sign that human sacrifices were condemned as wicked, even by good men, in the 
time of David or long afterwards, We believe that the account of Abraham’s 
intended sacrifice in G.xxii was written in David's age, with a view, indeed, of 
discouraging the practice, but yet commending it, as emanating from a holy and 
Divine impulse, and certainly not condemning it. 

% True. But why may not the legend of Samson have been written in thë age 
of David, after the many conflicts with the Philistines, which Israel hud had in 
the days of Saul and David? In fact, as we have seen (note ™), Prof. KUENEN says 
that this narrative ‘cannot be older than David, and is most probably much 
younger.’ 

3? True, again. But such an account might have been written in David’s' time, 
or even afterwards, before the separation of the two kingdoms, and the establish- 
ment of the calf-worship by Jeroboam at Dan. And we have given reasons 
(P.IL463) for believing that Ju.xviii.30 was interpolated at a still later time. 

s The account in 1S.i-iii may have been written during ‘the latter part of- 
Solomon's reign, in order to justify the conduct of Solomon in expelling the on 
Abiathar, and putting Zadok in his room, 1K.ii.38. 

Dr. Oorr, however, supposes that it was written ‘after Solomon's time,’— 
that is, two centuries after the time to which it refers. And some part of it, at 
all events, must be ‘explained as a mere fiction,’ e.g. Hannah’s Song, ii.1-10, 
which is manifestly, as we have said, a Psalm of later date, and quite unsuited 
in some respects to her circumstances. It is, therefore, very difficult to say how 
much of the whole narrative can be regarded as really historical. It ig written 


* Tnemvs explains this, quite incorrectly, of Samuel, Samp.14. But Samuel 
was honoured as a prophet, not as a priest. That he discharged priestly offices is, 
of course, true; for so did, in those days, any one that would.—Ooxrt. 














JHVH THE,GOD OF ISRAEL. 25 


4 


Zadok had obtained the chief priestly distinctions in the Temple. 
All that we learn further about the worship at Shiloh, ii.13,22., 
iii.3, is so little in fhe spirit of the later priestly institutions, 
that it can hardly be explained here as a mere fiction. 

34. It seems to me that these facts, to which many others 
might be added, place this above all doubt,—that from the 
time of Moses onward JHVH was the national God of Israel, so 
that, every one, who would bear thé name of Israelite, must be 
a JHVH-worshipper.® 


35. Let us now consider what weight is to be attached to the 
proofs, which Dr. Dozy has produced out of the O.T., to show 
that Baal occupied in ancient times the place which was after- 


throughout in the style and tone of a later time, and employs the name ‘ Jehovah’ 
almost exclusively. But the accounts of the misconduct of Eli’s sons very 
probably contain a reminiscence of the character of the ancient worship at Shiloh, 
and show that it was loose, impure, and disorderly—the worship of JHVH rather 
than JEHOVAH. 

There is, however, no real proof that JHVH was actually worshipped in Eli’s days 
at Shiloh. It is true, the ‘name ‘Jehovah’ is employed very freely in the story. But 
80, too, the Jehovistic parts of Genesis represent the patriarchs as praying to Jehovah, 
and Jehovah us answering and appearing to them; whereas the Elohist plainly 
tells us that- they did not know Him by this Name. There was, no doubt, an 
ancient Sanctuary at Shiloh, perhaps contemporary with the settlement of the 
Israelites in Canaan.. But the question is whether they worshipped there from 
the first with the name JHVH, having learnt it from Moses in the wilderness, or 
whether they learnt the use of this name gradually from the tribes of Canaan, and 

` used at first more familiarly the names ‘ Elohim,’ ‘El Shatidai,’ ‘Adonai; as, 
according to the Elohist, the patriarchs did. This latter seems to be indicated by 
the total absence—or at least the great paucity—of names compounded with 

. JHVH before the time of Samuel, and the existence of so many names in that 
age compounded with El, as Othniel, Elimelech, Elkanah, Elihu, Samuel, Eleazar, 
with the multitude of similar names in the Pentateuch itself, II.301,302, most 
probably from the hand of the Jehovist in David's days. That they also used 

' ‘Baal’ is probable from our finding of such names as Jerubbaal, Baal, 1Cb.ix.36, 
and Eshbaal, Meribbaal, Baalyadah, Baaliah, Baalhanan, in the time of Saul and 
David. f 

® I should rather state the residual historical fact, which is ‘placed above all 
doubt,’ as follows: As from the time of the entrance of Israel in Canaan they must 
dave come into contact with the Name JHVH, so from the time of Samuel onward, 
‘and chiefly by his influence, JHVH became the popular name of the God of Israel, 

` so that, &c. 
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wards taken by J HVH.“ He argues first from the name Kir- 

,jath-Baal and from Am.y.25,26, that the Ark and Tabernacle 
were in reality Sanctuaries of Baal.‘' Let us see what can be 
made out from these particulars. 

36. The place where the Ark stood, after having been some 
time in the hands of the Philistines, was called Baal or Kirjath- 
Baal (city of Baal), afterwards Kirjath-Jearim (city of forests), 
Jo.xv.9,10, xviii.l4. The change of name took place after 
David’s time,—perhaps, long afterwards, since the writer of 
28.vi.2 says ‘merely, ‘David went to Baal of Judah,’ without 
the addition, ‘that is Kirjath-Jearim,’ which the Chronicler 
adds, 1Ch.xiii.6. It is nowhere mentioned, however, that the 
town Kirjath-Baa: was so named, because the Ark stood there ; 
and the names of places compounded with Baal are so numerous 
that probably we ought not to assume this.” 

37. On the contrary, the name ‘ Baal of Judah’ sounds as if 
the writer of 1Samuel found nothing very strange in this ex- 
pression, and regarded the use of the name in that instance as 
quite on a par with what had happened in other cases. Thus 
there was a ‘ Baal’ or ¢ Baal of the Well’ in Simeon, 1Ch.iv.33, 
Jo.xix.8 (Dozy, p.87,88), ‘ Baal of Gad,’ Jo.xi.17, xii.7, ‘ Baal- 
Perazim,’ 28.v.20, 1Ch.xiv.11, ‘ Baal-Meon,’ N.xxxii.38, 1Ch.v.8, 


40 Our view is midway between those of Dozy and Oort. We believe that 
JHVH did not ‘take the place’ of the Baal, but was itself the great mysterious 
Name of the Syro-Phenician Baal, which was adopted in Samuel’s time as the 
great name of the God of Israel. In the eyes of the multitude, all along, down 
to the time of the Cuptivity, it was only the name of their own particular Baal 
or Lord, the ‘God of the land’ which they had conquered and called their own: 
though a few nobler minds in every age used it in a higher, more spiritual, sense, as 
the Name of the Lord of Lords, the Living God above all Gods, D.x.17, Jo,xxii.22. 

‘| According to our view, the Ark and Tabernacle became Sanctuaries of JHVH - 
in the people’s eyes, because they were Sanctuaries of the Baal; and the great 
and good in each age tried to purify the worship of JHVH into that of Jznovau. 

#2 It is no part of our theory to assume this. But the occurrence of so many 
of these names shows that the worship of the Baal was very common in the towns 
of Canaan, either before the arrival of the Israelites, or after it, as appears to be 
indicated by the Proper Names compounded with Baal (note 3), as well as by the 
expressions ‘ Báal of Judah,’ ‘ Baal of Gad,’ &e. (note °). 


JHVI THE GOD OF ISRAEL. 27 


Ez.xxv.9, ‘Baal-Shalisha, 2K.iv.42, ‘Baal-Tamar,’ Ju.xx.33, 
‘ Baal-Hamon,’ Cant.viii.ll. In later days'the ‘Baal’ was 
removed out of all these names, and so we find ‘ Beth-Meon,’ 
Jer.xlviii.23, ‘Beth-Tamar,’ ‘ Beth-Shalisha, &c. (See Bib. 
Woord. voor het Chr. gezim on these articles.) 

There is, consequently, not the least reason to suppose that 
Kixjath-Baal was so named because of the Ark.‘ 


38. And now let us look at Am.v.25,26. Dr. Dozy translates 
the passage thus :— 
` ‘Havo ye broughé to Me sacrifices and gifts in the wilderness forty yenrs 


long, O House of Israel? Nay! ye carried the tent of your King, and Chiun your 
idol, the star of your God, which ye had made? 


He considers that Chiun or Chivan is the same as Saturn, 4.¢. 
Baal. And from this passage it follows, according to his view, 
that the Tabernacle mentioned in the Pentateuch was a Bahl- 
Temple, and that no public JHVH-worship existed. 

39. The conclusion which Prof. Dozy has drawn from this 
passage I can only regard as extravagant. If we assume for a 
moment that his reading and translation are correct, we stumble 
at once on these difficulties. In the first place, mention is made 
here not of ‘one object, but of three,—viz. a Tent, a Chiun, a 
Star,—or of two objects, if we join the last two; for we read 


13 We agree entirely with this conclusion of Dr. Oort. But it may be observed 
that the form of the name Kirjath-Beal differs from that in the other instances. 
In those we have ‘Baal of &c,’ = ‘Lord of &c.,’ ‘referring, apparently, to the 
particular shrine or temple of Baal in that placc,—as we have in modern times 
‘Our Lady of Loretto, &e. But Kirjath-Baal means ‘city of Baal,’ and implies 
that the town was especially consecrated to Bual, as Ephesus was the ‘city of 
Diana,’ Athens ‘of Athene, &c. Perhaps, many of these names may have existed 
before the Hehrews settled in Canaan, (comp. Kirjath-Arba, Kirjath-Sepher,) and 
the places may have been only adopted by them as sacred places, In that case, 
instead of Kirjath-Baal having been so called from the Ark, it may have been 
that the Ark—whatever kind of Ark it was—may, when brought back from the 
Philistines, have been first taken to ‘Beth-Shemesh,’ (House of the Sun, comp. 
Beth-El), 18.vi.9, as a sacred place, and thence to Kirjath-Baal, 18.vii.l, comp. 
28.vi.2, as a place of yet greater sanctity,—Shiloh having been ravaged or deserted, 
or at least desecrated as a holy place by the recent events, 
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here ‘the tent of your King and Chiun.’ In hiseexplanation 
«the conjunction seems to fall away, and the King himself to be 
called Chiun or Chivan. 

40. Again, the name Chivan occurs nowhere else in the O.T. 
What right have we to identify it with Baal? The reasoning 
is this : Chivan is ‘the planet Saturn’; Baal also is Saturn; and 
thus Chivan is Baal. But it cannot be proved that Baal was a 
name of ‘the planet Saturn’; and, even if this could be shown, 
it is still certain that the Israelites did not know this; and 
therefore the language of Amos, if it referred to the Baal- 
worship, must have been altogether’ unintelligible to them. We 
shall return to this point presently. 

41. Lastly, ‘the Tent (ni2p= NÐ) of your King’ is 5 said to be 
identical with the (so-called) Mosaic Tabernacle; in‘respect of 
which it is not observed that the Tabernacle is always called in 
the Pentateuch bk, ohel, or 389, mishkan, and [jD>=]n2p, 
sukkath, only once, in poetry, Ps.lxxvi.3. \// 

42. Hitherto, however, we have been assuming that Dr. Dozy’s 


translation is correct. But this is subject to several objections. 


(i) The stress in the Hebrew is not laid upon Me, us in'the translation. 

(ii) The parallelism is disturbed by making ‘your image’ stand tn apposition 
to ‘Chiun,’ of which it seems rather to be a definition. Í 
` (üi) The pointing of ‘Chiun’ is changed into Cheivan, whereas Chiun (=v, 

‘pillar’ *) is capable of other explanations. 

(iv) It is arbitrary also to change the plural, ‘your images, ” into the singular. 

(v) Lastly, it may be questioned if the conjunction in v,26 can denote. ‘ Nay! 
on the contrary, &e.’ 


43. Probably Prof. Dozy would not ` have. explained the 
passage thus, if he had read it over sin connection with what 
precedes and follows. For this is just what, -according to-him, 
the prophet says : + 

‘I, JHVH, hate your sacrifices, and all external worship: rather, be doing 


righteousness. Did you bring me sacrifices in the wilderness? Nay! then you 
served idols: therefore I will carry you into captivity” 





* See Hirzie in loco. If the words, ‘the Star of your God,’ are genuine, (which 
some doubt,) then they express what is to be understood by ‘Chiun.’ If they are 
not genuind, then they contain the oldest commentarg upon it.—Oont. 
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It is obvious that there is a fault here in the argument. 

44. Has Amos here ascribed idolatry to the Israelites of the e 
time of Moses ? This j is very doubtful; and one must be some- 
what imaginative before one can find this in it. Prof. Horxsrra 
(Godg. Bijdr. 1863, p.89,90) has long ago struck into another 
path; he gives this explanation :— . j 

‘Did you sacrifice to me in the wilderness, and (at the same time) servo your 
idols (as you do now)? Truly, I will carry you away into captivity.’ 

The answer, that must be understood to the question, would 
then be, ‘No! then Israel served JHVH alone.’ 

Here, however, the words of the original must be supplied 
by inserting ‘at the same time’ and ‘as you do now,’ and this 
indééd, presents some difficulty,—still much less than if we 
suppose that the idolatry ‘of Israel in the wilderness is here 
described. 

45. Various other explanations have been given (comp. 
O. Baur, der Prophet Amos erkärt, p.364-379.) But the 
passage is too obscure for me to maintain any one of them 
without limitation. Whatever Amos, however, may have meant 
by it, this is certain, at all events, that we have no right to 
` appeal to his words in support of the view, that Israel began 
with a worship of Baal, and the Tabernacle was a Sanctuary.” 


of Baal, unless it can be shown distinctly that this can be read 
here.*4 k; 
` 48 Weragtee generally with Dr. Oorr's remarks on this passage, but with some 
slight modification." ‘The Prophet seems to reason thus: ‘Did you offer to me in 
the wilderness sacrifices and offerings forty years long, O House of Israel ?—and 
yet—after all this—you carried the Tabernacle of your King, &c.!’ The stress 
is not here laid on the words ‘to me,’ as if the contrast was between the 
worship of Jehovah and the worship of idols; but the Prophet assumes the 
general truth of the Pentateuchal story of their having been led forty years by 
Jehovah through the wilderness, receiving daily blessings from Him, and offering 
daily worship to Him ;—and now after all this experience of His goodness, and 
long-continued expression of dependence upon Him, they have become gross 
idolaters !' 
According to this, the words of Amos assume an orthodox J ehovah-worship i in 
the wilderness, and a subsequent fulling-away to idolatry—how soon is not said. 
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46. The“ Tabernacle’ was no Sanctuary of Baal. What was 
it then? a Sanctuary dedicated to JHVH? ‘In the sense which 
is usually given to the word ‘Sanctuary,’ so that the first 
thought is of a.placé for sacrifices and publio worship, the 
‘Tabernacle of Meeting’ [E.V. ‘ the congregation °] was certainly 
not this. How strong the power of tradition is, appears again 
manifestly from the manner in which the argument is carried 
on about this Tabernacle. In E.xxv-xxvii a portable ‘Sanc- 


‘tuary is described; and, that this representation is of much 


later date, is certain. Yet, involuntarily, whenever we read in 
Exodus and Numbers of a ‘Tabernacle of Meeting,’ we think 
at once of such a construction. Into this mistake even Prof. 
Dozy falls, when he speaks of the Ark ‘which stood in the 
Holy of Holies.’ 


This, in fact, corresponds with the usual traditionary view, as gathered from the 
Pentateuch and Book of Judges. 

The ‘Tent of their King’ is certainly not to be identified with the ‘ Mosaic 
Tabernacle’; for the latter was an imaginary construction, copied probably from 


‘the details of the Temple of Solomon, and the former was a reality. 


43 Does not Dr. Oort himself seem to feel the ‘ power of tradition,’ when he 
assumes the real existence of a ‘Mosaic Tabernacle’ at all? If the elaborate 
account in E.xxv—xxvii must be set aside, as he says,—and as it undoubtedly 
must—as being of much later date than the time of Moses, what is to guarantee 
to us the historical value of the earlier datum in E.xxxiii.7? May not this also 
express only the idea of a somewhat earlier age, as to what the people, might be 
supposed to have had in the wilderness under Moses, rather than describe what 
they actually had ? 

On the other hand, both these accounts, critically considered, may contain real 
history. For they may give us an idea of what really existed in Isracl at the 
times when these passages were written,—of .what the writers had had before 
their eyes, or of what was still retained in the recollection of their contemporaries. 
Thus the account in E.xxxiii.7 may shadow forth the state of things at Shiloh in 
Samuel’s time, or at Nob in Saul’s time: while E.xxv-xxvii may be due to the 
age of Solomon, and give us some idea of the construction, not only of Solomon’s 
Temple of Jerusulem, but of Hiram’s Temple also, built for the Tyrian Hercules 
at Tyre, from which Solomon’s is believed to have been copied. 

Prof. Dozy’s expression, therefore, may not be altogether a mistake, inasmuch 
as the Ark, to whatever Deity dedicated, would, no doubt, be placed in the most 
sacred recess—the Holy of Holies—of the Tabernacle, whatever may have been 
its construction. 
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47. If, setting aside this (probably) post-Exilic‘* representa- 
tion, we read the oldest notices about the Mosaic Sanctuary,, 
E.xxxiii.7, &., we shall see that nothing is said here about 
a public place of prayer. The ‘Tabernacle of Meeting’ was 
(what the name expresses) a Tent of Revelation, the place 
where JHVH ‘met’ with Moses‘? In later times, the 
‘Tabernacle of Meeting’ was regarded as a place to which 
sacrifices were brought, L.xii,xix; till at last a description of 
it came into the world, which has very little of a Mosaic 
character.*48 


48. If the Tabernacle was not devoted to the worship of 
Baal, just as little was the Feast at the Gilgal kept to his 
honour. Whoever reads the passages where this Feast is men- 
tioned, Hos.iv.15,xii.11,Am.iv.4,v.5, will readily perceive this.‘ 


4 There seems reason to believe from the’ researches of Popper, der Bibl. 
Bericht tiber die Stiftshiitte, that the account of the completion of the Tabernacle 
in E.xxxv-xl, which is almost a repetition of the directions in E.xxv—xxx, may be of 
very late date, and, as Oort says, post-Exilic. But at present I believe that the 
original directions themselves are of the age of Solomon. 

47 Rather, the ‘Tabernacle’ was the place where Jehovah would meet any one 
who sought Him: comp. E.xxv.22,xxix.42,43,xxx.36, N.xvii.t, 

48 Viz, that in E.xxv-xxxiv, Why assume that the original idea has more ofa 
t Mosaic character,’ unless, indeed, the word ‘ Mosaic’ is used of ideas attributed in 
the Pentateuch to Moses, but not therefore necessarily his? 

4 All these passages seem rather to imply that tdolaéries, at all events, were 
practised at the Gilgal, though the people sware by JHVH— inn, ‘Life of 
JHVH !’=‘JHVH for ever !’—as their king (Malcham) : comp. ‘ Life of Pharaoh !’ 
G.xlii.15,16, ‘Life of thy soul!’ 1S.i.26, xvii.55. In short, they seem all to sup- 
port the view that JHVH (= IAO), îe. the Syro-Pheenician Baal, was worshipped 
by the multitude—though not by pious Prophets and Psalmists—at the Gilgal and 
elsewhere in Judah and Israel. 


s E a O 
* If the Tabernacle was not a sanctuary of Baal, so neither is Aaron (}YVJN) 8 
mythical person, whose name is merely a transposition of the letters of the word 
PONT, ‘the ark,’ Dozy, p.42. The oldest tradition about him—[what is the value 
of this, any more than of those about King Arthur, or about Hengist and Horsa, 
iit, ‘stallion and mare,’ whose existence as men is very much doubted ?]—condemns 
this conjecture, since it represents him, not as Priest, but as the locum-tenens of 
Moses. As such he appears with Miriam as early as Micah, vi.4—[that is, seven 
centuries after the Exodus, which may be compared with Hengist and Horsa spoken 
of in the teigi of Henry VII!]—Oorr. . 
D 
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Nothing is said there about idolatry in the strict sense of the 
„word. In Am.v.5 we read;— 


‘Seek not Bethel, and come not to the Gilgal, and go not to Beersheba ; for the 
Gilgal shall certainly be carried-captive (ab 3, galah), and the House-of-Æ (Both-El) 
shall become Vanity (}18, Aven)’ [where there is an allusion to the name of a place 
near Bethel, Jo.vii.2, ‘Beth-Aven,’ which name is applied to Bethel itself by the 
prophet Hosea, iv.15, x.5]. 


The position here assigned to the Gilgal, in connection with 
Beersheba and Bethel, where JHVH-worship was practised, 
forbids us to think of Baal-worship there’! On the Gilgal a 
JHVH-worship was celebrated, though quite as little to the 
‘taste of the Prophets as the worship at Bethel and elsewhere.*? 


49. The other facts of the O.T., which are quoted by 
Professor Dozy, in order to show that even in David’s time thére 
existed a worship of Baal, if not ranking above, yet co-ordinate 
with, the worship of JHVH,* are some names of persons com- 


* That is, nothing is said about the worship of ‘the Baal’ as opposed to that 
of JHVH, because, when the populace worshipped ‘the Baal,’ they worshipped 
JHVH,—though with impure and unbecoming ceremonies. Just so in Zululand, 

` where the Missionaries use the native name for the Deity, ‘ Unkulunkulu,’ as tho 
proper Name for God, they would not condemn the people as idolaters—as 
worshipping another God, in opposition to ‘ Unkulunkulu’—if they found them 
observing any old heathen ceremonies, when engaged in the worship of Unku- 
lunkulu himself. And, in like manner, azealous Protestant prophet of our day might 
condemn the Romish worship as base and even idolatrous, without saying that it 
was ‘idolatry in the strict sense of the sword,’—that is, without saying that the 
Papist, in worshipping God, was worshipping a different Being from the God whom 
he himself worshipped. 

5 Not so, if that very JUVH-worship was for the masses [AO-worship, that is, 
Baal-worship. 

52 Exactly so: that is to say, the JHVH-fenst, held on the Gilgal, was con- 
demned by the Prophets as an idolatrous [AO-Feast, though they still approved the 
name JHVH, as the recognised name of the God of Israel. - 

48 In our view, the Baal-worship in David’s time ranked neither above nor with 
the JHVH-worship: it was simply identical with it. All the people worshipped 
JHVH: but some few had purer, more exalted, ideas of the Divine Majesty and 
Spirituality, while the masses shared the low, gross, notions of the Canaanite 
tribes around them. Yet even these (let us remember) were not, perhaps, 
altogether so corrupt and debased, as our modern views of religion might lead us 


` 
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pounded with Baal. From this fact the Rabbins have drawn 
such a conclusion; and in order to conceal this discovery,» 
which was anything but agreeable to them, and to erase as much 
as possible this sorrowful memorial of the olden time, they have 
changed Baal into Bosheth (‘ shame’) or into El. 

50. We, however, ought not to be guilty of a similar fault. 
The use of the name ‘ Baal’ was no offence in the view of the 
most zealous worshippers of JHVH in David's time, for this 
reason, that the name did not exist at all as the name of a Deity 
who stood in opposition to JHVH.“ We shall show this more 
at length in. Section II, and will here make only one remark, 
which raises already this suspicion. 


to suppose. The more intelligent Romanists do not actually worship the jmage 
or picture before which they bow: they regard it only as the symbol of the Divine. 
And go too, doubtless, among the tribes of Canaan, there were those, who, while they 
worshipped the Sun as Life-Giver, or sacrificed to him their best and dearest, (as 
Abraham in the story. was willing to-do,) had some confused ideas of the Majesty 
of Him ‘with whom we have to do,’ and of the right which He has to claim our 
Lest service of ‘body, soul, and spirit, which are His.’ 

We may copy on this point the following passage from P.V.382 :— 

¿In fact, the state of Israel may be compared with that which, in the view of 
many ardent Protestants, exists even now in some Roman-Catholic communities. 
The people in such cases worship the same God as English Protestants: they call 
themselves Christians, as servants of the same Lord, ` Yet there is much in their 
religion, which not a few English travellers regard as profane and idolatrous, and 

‘denounce as gross abominations. The desire, however, of such persons would be, 
not to teach these (so-called) ‘idolaters’ to use another name as the name of 
‘their King,’ but to teach them to use the same name worthily. They call them 
idolaters, not because they bow at the name of Jesus, but because they worship 
images, adore the Host, and mix up, with the honours due to their one true Lord, 
the worship of Saints and Virgins innumerable,—-which, though, like the Baalim 
and Ashtaroth of old, supposed to shadow forth under various aspects the glory of 
the great Life-Giver, havo come at last to be regarded as separate divinities, and 
stand, aa such, between the worshipper and the Lorn, the Living God.’ 

Hence also may he explained the fact that, whereas Hezekiah had ‘removed the 
high-places, and shattered the images, and hewn-down tho asheras, &c.,’ 2K.xviii.4, 
in his kingdom, Rabshakeh says to the Jews, v.22, ‘But, if ye say unto me ‘We 
trust in JHVH our Elohim,’ is that not He, whose high-places and whose altars 
Hezekiah hath taken away, &¢.?’—for these high-places were really ‘bigh-places 
of JHVH: - 1! 

5i Tt need scarcely | be repeated that this corresponds precisely with our own 
view. 

D2 
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51. The only names of persons, that we know of, compounded 
«with Baal (except Jerubbaal, Ju.vi.32) are those of sons of Saul 
[Esh-Baal, 1Ch.viii.33,] and of David, [Baalyadah, 1Ch.xiv.7,] 
and of an officer and a hero of David, Baalhanan, 1Ch.xxvii.28, 
Baaljah, 1Ch.xii.5. This may be accidental; since the notices 
of other similar names may, perhaps, have been struck out by 
those who have manipulated these writings. Yet it is remark- 
able that just in this particular age these names appear in’ 
peaceable union with that of JHVH, [comp. especially Baal- 
Jah =JHVH is Baal,|—inasmuch as thg national strength of 
Israel had then awaked in great strength, and David, at all 
events, must have been zealously opposed to everything that 
was anti-JHVH-istic.*** 


55 Add to the above the names of Baal, the brother of Ner, Saul’s grandfather, 
1Ch.ix.36, and of Jonathan's son, Meribbaal, 1Ch.ix.40, See also App.V. 

Dr. Oort’s remark, however, entirely accords with our view, that in David’s 
time JHVH had only been recently recognised as the Namo of the God of Israel. 

Yet it would seem that the Psalmists and Prophets abstained from using the 
name ‘Baal’ in connection with JHVH. At all events, it occurs nowhere in any 
of their writings except Hos.ii.16,—‘Thou shalt call me Ishi (my Husband), and 
shalt call me no more Baali (my Lord)’—where there is probably a reference to 
the name ‘Baal,’ (as if the people had all along been calling Jehovah ‘their Baal,’) 
but also to the social position of the wife, as contrasted ‘with that of a servant 
or slave. 

So, again, it is remarkable that in the Pentateuch we have many names com- 
pounded with El, but none (except Joshua and Jochebed) compounded with either 
JHVH or Baal. We may regard the first of these facts as a proof that the name 
JHVH had not Jong been used familiarly in the religious worship of Israel, at the 
time when the passages, including these names, were written, and the second as an 
indication that the more advanced minds in Israel had already begun to feel a 
distaste for the use of ‘Baal,’ 

Upon the whole, it would almost seem as if these pious writers preferred to 
leave ‘Baal’ to be used for ‘Lord,’ as the heathen used it, with reference only to 
the worship of JHVH. or IAO; while in the worship of Jehovah they wed 
habitually the synonym ‘ Adonai.’ 

SS ns 

* The inference, that Baal was a general Divine Name, bas been derived from 
this fact also by Dr. Tu. NoLpexe, Zeitsch.d.m.G.xv.p.809. Dr. A, GEIER, who 
treats of the use of Baal in Proper Names, Zeitsch.d.m.G.xvi.728~732, does not 
determine what conclusion follows from it for the confirmation of the meaning of 
the name Baal.—Oorr. ' , 
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SECTION II. 
MEANING OF THE BAAL AND THE BAALIM. 


52. Pror. Dozy writes, p.36, as follows :— ° 
The name ‘Baal,’ or, rather, with the article, ‘the Baal,’ ¢.e. the Lord, was that 
of the greatest Deity in a great- part of Asia. Ho was at once the Sun, the planet 
Saturn, and the planet Mars, z.c. (if Movuns’s view is correct) the producing, sus- 
taining, and destroying power. Here, however, we are only concerned with his 
meaning as Saturn. As such, he was the highest deity with the Phoenicians and 
Carthagians, the El per excellence, to whom the other Elohim wero subordinated. 
53. Whence comes this interpretation? It is not enough 
merely to refer briefly to Movers’s Phénizie I. How does 
Movers come to find that Baal has anything in common with 
the planet Saturn? In point of fact, the proposition is a mere 
castle in the air. It derives some countenance from the fact 
that the Greeks and Romans, who occupied themselves much 
with Asiatic history and worship, sometimes combined Bel with 
Kronos or. Saturn. This was first done, if the citations of 
Movers, p.185, are all that can be produced, three centuries 
after Christ by Servius ad Æn., who has observed’ among otber 
things,— 
Apud Assyrios Bel dicitur, quadam sacrorum ratione, et Saturnus et Sol,— 
Among the Assyrians, by some system of sacred matters, both Saturn and Sol 
are called Bel. 


Movers regards this as'the first proof of the fact in question, 
and he gives no others which prove any more. 

54. But who will assume on the ground of this that eight 
centuries earlier the planet Saturn was worshipped under the 
name of Baal? Nothing is said. here about a planet; and 
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though it is very possible that the Asiatic astrologers, shortly 
' before or after the beginning of our Epoch, gave the name 
‘Star of Baal’ to the planet which the Greeks called ‘Star of 
Kronos, (for which, however, I can find no proof,) others have 
connected the ‘Star of Baal’ with Jupiter. (See Sanen. ed. 
ORELL. p.43, where a passage is quoted frm JABLONSKY, Panth. 
Aigypt.) 

55. Who then is Baal? The Sun? Movers maintains this 
also,* and produces more proofs for this than for the combination 
with Kronos, though all out of a time many centuries later 
than Solomon. I believe that the question, as to what astro- 
logical meaning lies at the foundation of Baal-worship, cannot: 
be answered ; since, as far back as we can reckon, astrology 
either did not exist at all in Western Asia before the time of 
the Assyrians or Chaldeans, or, at all events, exercised no in- 
fluence upon religion.*° l 

56. Appeal is made for the contrary to Movers; and there is 
some wisdom in this,—since out of his work may be proved 
whatever one wishes to prove. On this point he is altogether 
at variance with himself. He allows, p.67, that the influence 
of astrology entered the religions of Western Asia only subse- 
quently to the Assyrian times,—that it came, not from Egypt, ` 
but from Chaldea, ».316,—that, in any case, an influence 
might be assumed of Phoenicia upon Egypt, rather than the 
contrary, p.39,40,—that the old Pheenician religion had no 
astrological foundation whatever, p.316,—that for this there 
was need also of a priestly caste, which should apply itself to 
astronomy, and bring it into connection with religion,—but 
that in any case a simple worship preceded it, p.167. 


56 But, surely, it did not need ‘astrological’ Science to fix attention on the Sun, 
as the Great (apparent) Lord (Baal) of Natute. The question about Saturn is 
very much more obscure. The Sun must have been regarded as ‘the Baal’ in very 
early pre-scientific times. 


* I.p.180-185: elsewhere Baal is combined with Mars, p.187,188; sometimes 
Baal (Herakles) is named a son of Saturn, p.267.—Oorr. 
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57. But, on the other hand, he asserts that the Phcenician 
Deities had already, before the time of the Chaldeans, a € siderea? 
meaning,’ ».65,—that Mosaism was an advance upon the 
Saturn-worship of Western Asia, p.315,—that— 


the planet Saturn was already in earlier times the Supremo God of Semitism, as is 
shown, at all events, by the institution of the Subbath, by Moses hallowing the 
‘Dumber ‘seven,’ by Saturn being regarded as the father of Jupiter and the other 
gods in Greece and Italy. p.313. 


He produces no proof for all this.” 

58. Up to this time, as far as I am aware, no evidences have 
been brought forward to show the astrological signification of 
the Asiatic Divine Names. And if, in respect of our knowledge 
of the ancient religions, we desire to stand in some sense on 
firm ground, we must be humble, and not say that we know 
more than our sources of information supply to us. Nothing 
whatever is known of an astrological meaning of Baal. We 
know nothing of what happened in primeval times in the heart 
of Asia.5§ . 

59. The O.T. gives us the oldest notions about the worship 
of Baalim. And this is certain that under the name ‘Baal’ 
the Israelites understood neither the Sun nor the Moon nor the 
Planets. At all events, together with Beth-Shemesh (House of 
the Sun) we find mention made of Kirjath-Baal (City of Baal); 
and, when the Assyrians brought the Star-worship into Israel, 
Baal was distinguished from the Sun, Moon, and Planets, 
2K. xxi.3,5,xxiii.5.*9 


5 Wo agree entirely with Dr. Oort in rejecting the notion of an astrological 
origin of the early religion of the Phwnicians and Hebrews,—of its having any 
relation to the planet Saturn, which was probably not discovered till a much later 
age. But the worship of the Sun and Moon is, surely, most natural, and is not to 
be called astrological. 

58 Wo do not need to be told that in primitive times the Sun must have been 
worshipped under some name or other. And what namo more likely than ‘the 
Baal’ = ‘the Lord,’ i.e. the Lord of all Creation ? 

8° The mention of ‘Beth-Shemesh’ in close connection with ‘Kirjath-Baal’ 





* Movurs mentions also a Palmyrene inscription, wow Sy9.—Oonr. 
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60. Or is, perhaps, the hallowing of the Sabbath, and gene- 
erally of the number ‘seven, supposed to prove that the original 
worship of Israel rests on an astrological basis? This is main- 
tained by Movers, and, treading in his steps, by Prof. Dozy, 
p.38, and many others. But on what ground? . That later 
Rabbins .named Saturn ‘Sabbethai,’ proves surely’ nothing. 
When once the last day of the week was called ‘ Saturn’s Day,’ 
the naming of the planet was very natural. That: Jews of the 
fifteenth century after Christ called Saturn the ‘Star of Israel,’ 
is easily to bè explained by their. knowledge of the passage in 
SANCHONIATHON, ed. ORELL. p.42, about which more presently. 
That at a certain time the Sabbath, instead of the last, became 
the first day of the week, has been maintained indedd by 
Movers, p.38, and Prof. Dozy, but not established by any 
proof, 


seems rather to show that the Sun was the object of worship by the Canaanite 
tribes under the name of ‘ the Baal,’ and this is further confirmed by the Palmyrene 
inscription, quoted by Movers, wow yo, Baal Shemesh,=‘Lord Sun’ It is 
plain from the name Beth-Shemesh that the Sun was worshipped in Canaan: and 
if so, would he not most naturally have been called ‘the Baal’? 

From the fact that the worship of ‘ the Baal’ is distinguished in later days from 
the astrological worship of the Sun, Moon, and Planets, introduced by the Assyrians, 
we may infer two things :— 

(i) That the-Hebrew worship before the Assyrian time—including that of the 
Canaanitish tribes from which it was adopted, and therefore including also the 
worship of the Sun as at Beth-Shemesh,—was natural, and not astrological ; 

(ii) That, at the time when the Hebrews adopted the worship of the Syro- 
Pheenician tribes of Canaan, the development of that worship had already made 
some progress, so that the original meaning of the worship, as addressed to the 
Sum, had already been lost sight of to a great extent, at any rate by the multitude; 
and thus the Hebrews adopted merely the externals of their worship, without 
realising the inner significance of it. 

Just so, in Roman-Catholie countries, the people, probably, in many cases, 
actually worship the images and pictures themselves, while to higher minds they 
are only symbols of the hidden objects of worship. And probably another ruder 
race, learning religion from them, but only half-instructed, like the Indians of Chili, 
wonld be still less able to look through the signs to the things signified. 

In thie way we may, perhaps, account for the fact that the old natural worship 
of ‘the Baal’—the meaning of which, es actually Sun-worship, had almost been 
lost,—was distinguished from the new astrological worship of the ‘Sun, Moon, and 
Planets,’ introduced by the Assyrians. 
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61. But, if the institution of the Sabbath, and the hallowing 
of the number ‘seven,’ are not to be explained from astro-s 
logical calculations, it may be asked, From what, then, were 
they derived? I do not know. The oldest injunction for the 
sanctifying of the Sabbath says only— 

‘that thine ox and thine ass may rest, and that the son of thy maid and the 
stranger may draw breath.’ E.xuiii.12. 

No religious reason (in the strict sense of the. word) is *given 
for it: and thus the ancient Israelites seem to have found in it 
nothing but a humane command. It was only in later times 
that it came to be regarded as a sign of the covenant, or as a 
consequence of the rest of God after the work of Creation. 

62. Why may not the division of the month into four equal 
portions be the ground of it,—although they do not come out 
with an exact number of days, and although the New Moon 
did not always fall on the Sabbath? If we will not be content 
with a non liquet, this hypothesis is at all events more 
natural than that on this account alone we should assume an 

_ astrological basis for the worship of Israel. Let us just consider 
the consequences which would follow necessarily from such an 
assumption. 

63 There must have existed first an artless, simple, kind of 
worship; for, of course, human beings did not begin by 
praying to the Sun, Moon, and five Planets, of which Saturn 
was the highest because his orbit was the highest. Then a 
priestly caste must have come into existence, who would occupy 
themselves with’ astronomy, and build up an artificial religious 
system upon their observations. Let us assume that this took 
place; and so the day of the Planet Baal (Saturn) became the 
first of the seven, and Baal the chief Deity. All this must 
have happened in the heart of Asia, e.g. in Ur of the Chaldees, 


© The Elohist, however, writing in a very early time, has clearly meant, in 
G.ii.1-3, to commend the observance of the Sabbath as a day of rest, (he says 
nothing about worship,) on the ground of God’s resting from the work of Creation. 
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long before the time when the Canaanitish tribes, and arene 
«them the Hebrews, left those regions. _ 

64, These, however, had lost all knowledge of this PE 
logical meaning; and so the Hebrews, by order of Moses, 
hallowed not the first, but the last,- day of the week; and, 
whether the other tribes had retained any idea of it, is unknown. 
So far also as we know, the Israelites never named the days of 
the week with the names of gods. Nor can it be shown that 
anything of this kind was done in Egypt. At all events, the 
oldest trace of it appears in Heroporovs, ii.82,—that is, in the 
fifth century before Christ, long after the Chaldee influence 
had extended itself thither. In Israel and the surrounding 
tribes, Baal was a general name for the Deity, while the duties 
connected with the honouring of some Baals point: most to 
Sun-worship [N.B.],-of which more presently. 

65. Then in the eighth century B.C., through Assyrian 
influences, Star-worship was introduced into Israel and else- 
where. ‘Baal’ comes now into connection with ‘Sun, Moon, and 
Planets, —but as if they had never had any previous acquaint~ 
ance with each other. The Assyrians, also, and Chaldzans seem 
to have known nothing of any such a relationship, and hence 
‘seem never to have named subsequently ‘any Planet with the 
name ‘Baal.’ Some centuries later, the Greek Divine Names 
make their entrance into Phoenicia and Syria: Venus is com- 
bined with Astarte, Moloch with Mars, Baal or Bel with 
Jupiter, sometimes also with Saturn. Astrology names the 
Planets with the Divine Names; and so Baal gets his old 
meaning [of ‘ Saturn ”] again. i 

66. This most extraordinary course of ‘development must be 
assumed, if an astrological basis is to be assigned to the worship 
of Baal. Briefly, this is how we should have to state the history 
of this religion: First, simple worship,—then an astrological 
system,—-again simple worship of Baal, in which all priestly 
lore was forgotten,—lastly, once more astrology. All this must 
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be assumed without any proof, merely because the hallowing of 
the number ‘ seven’ cannot be explained otherwise.®! » 


67. One word more, —and we dismiss our ‘ Baal-Saturn’ 
once for all. Professor Dozy produces, in support of his view 
tbat Saturn was the God of Israel, a passage from SANCHONIA- 
“THON, p.42, ed. ORELL., where Saturn, according to him, bears 
the surname ‘Israel.’ If we look well at this passage, and take 
into account the character of Philo, from whose pen the words 
have come, we shall see that it allows of another and a. much 
more probable explanation, He says that it was customary in 
the olden time, in great dangers, to sacrifice children, and that 
Kronos, an ancient king, after whose name the Planet was 
called, in order to avert disaster in a war, sacrificed his only- 
begotten son by the nymph Anobreth (n py VY = Eyn-ibrith, 
‘Hebrew fountain’),—appending to the name Kronos the ` 
remark, ‘whom the Pheenicians name Israel.’ 

68. What follows from this? Just this—that Philo, wishing 
to explain euhemeristically* the myth of the child-devouring 
Kronos, combines with it a Jewish-Phenician legend about 
a king, ‘Israel,’ who sacrificed his only-begotten Jeud (Ym, 
comp. G.xxii.2,12,16°. If Israel had been the name of a Deity, 
he would not have gained his point with this. Probably, he 


* To the remarks of Dr. Oorr in (60-66) we, for the most part, entirely assent 
—only repeating that the worship of the Sun, as ‘ the Baal,’ did not (as we suppose) 
spring from astrological science, but from the most natural causes, such as pro- 
duce among the Aryan race in Western India the conceptions, whence the my- 
thology of Greece is now known to have originated—causes quite as natural,‘ as 
those which in Dr. Oort’s view, as in ours, may have led even in very early times 
to the definition of tho week as the approximate fourth part of a lunation, during 
which the Moon passes from one of her four principal phases to another. The 
words, which we have italicised at the endof (64), tend to confirm our view that the 
Sun was ‘the Baal’ in the primitive worship of the tribes of Canaan. 





* After the example of Evuearervs, who sought to explain the myths of the old 
religion as arising from legends about ancient heroes, &c. who actually lived in the 
olden time. Ed, 
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is referring here to Abraham’s sacrifice. Among the Damas- 
egnes also, in the old legend, Abraham appears as king, together 
„with Israel. Movers,i.p.87. 


69. What kind of a Deity, then, was Baal? In Baby- 
lon, in Phoenicia and its colonies, and in the surrounding 
peoples, who were branches out of the same stem, Israelites, 
Moabites, Ammonites, Philistines, Amorites, &c. we find a 
Divine Name ‘Baal.’ Whether the children of Israel brought 
it with them into Canaan, or adopted it there from the old 
inhabitants, cannot be determined with certainty, since we 
have neither literature of the Mosaic time, nor many [? any] 
genuine historical names of that age or older. Most probably, 
they brought it with them. 

70, About this ‘ Baal,’ however, two different views are held. 
Some regard it as a general Divine Name, .of like meaning 
with El or Elohim. Others, among whom is Movers, assume 
a separate Deity of this Name, of which different modifications. 
are presented to us in the O.T, It is not possible to arrive 
at certainty in this matter. In respect of this, however, the 
same remark holds good, which I made before, when discussing 
the question whether the religions of Western Asia had an 
astrological basis, viz. that we must not assume more than we 
know. ; 

71. Whether in very ancient times there existed a unity of 
religion among the Semitic tribes, in which a Deity was wor- 
shipped under the name of Baal, distinguished from other 
Gods, is quite unknown. The name ‘Baal,’=Lord, points to 
a general idea, as El, Elohim, Adonis, Moloch, Jupiter, Zeus, 
&c. And from the manner in which this name is used in the 
O.T. we may see that, in the first centuries of the existence 
of Israel as a people, no particular Deity was understood by it. 

72. (i) Thus, first, With the name ‘ Baal’ was coupled the 
name of the tribe or race, in which a Sanctuary stood, e.g. the 
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Baal of Judah, of Gad, &c. So among other peoples we find 
the Baal of Tyre, of Libya, &c. Mov.i.p.175. o 

(ii) In inscriptions, also, it is coupled with a pronoun, as 
Baalan, ‘ our Baal.’ [b.p.172. 

(iii) Further, more precise descriptions are added, in order to ` 
define the worship connected with a Baal, as ‘ Baal-Berith °= 
Baal .of the Covenant, ‘Baal-Zebub’=Baal of flies, ‘ Baal- 
Shemesh’=Baal of the Sun,* ‘Baal-Samin’ = Baal of the 
Heavens, &c. Ib.p.174. ‘ 

(iv) Divine Names also are added to it, as Baal-Chiun 
(Chivan), Baal-Moloch. Ib..173,174. 

(v) Lastly, the word was often used by the Hebrews in the 
plural and with the article, when a special anti-JHVH-istic 
worship made its way into the land (about which presently). 

73. All these phenomena are to be explained very easily, if 
we assume that they understood nothing ‘more by the word 
‘Baal’ than by ‘El,—but with great difficulty, if we find in 
it the name of one distinct Deify. The inscription, ‘To our 
lord Melkarth [MR 19, melech kereth, ‘king of the city,’] 
Baal of Tyre, Mov.p.178, is strongly against this. ‘ Baal- 
Berith’ again is connected with ‘El-Berith,’ Ju.ix.46. As it 
seems to me, Servius speaks not improbably the truth when he 


says, t— 
Unde et lingua Punicd Bel Deus dicitur, 
e Whence also in the Phenician tongue God is called Bel. 

* Should not ‘Baal-Shemesh’ rather fall into the next category, together with 
Baal-Moloch, &c.? And it may be possible that the name ‘ Baal-Berith ’ may have 
some connection with the ‘goddess of Lebanon,’ mentioned by Movers, i.p.576,&c., 

‘whom SancHONTATHON names with the Phoenician hame Bypov$, this name being 
derived from ‘the Phænician and Aramaic pyan, Heb. W99, meaning ‘cypress,’ the 
symbol of thé goddess being probably an Ashera of cypresswood ?—-Ed. 

t Movens,i.p.285. Another quotation, which tends to show that Baal was 
still in later times a general name for ‘God,’ is to be found on p.187, from Chron, 
Pasch. &c.—"Ews rijs viv xadoiot wepotor) Tov Bdod Sedv, &e., ‘Up to the present 
time they (the Assyrians) call God in the Persian tongue the Baal,’—and Bdad 
wepoiorl Aéyeras Seds Bs earw ô woreuinds ” ‘Apys, “id Persian Baal is the name of 
the God who is the warlike Ares,’—Oort. 
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74. Might not then JHVH be called the Baal of Israel ? 
Most certainly ; and that this was really the case Hosea shows 
when he says, ii.16,— 


‘And this shall happen in that day, saith JHVH, that thou shalt call me Ishi 
(my husband) and shalt call me no more Baali (my lord).’ 


The same is testified by the Proper Name Baaljah (mya, 
[= Jah is Baal ’] LXX, Baad), l 

75. That anciently, however, the name ‘ Baal’ had absolutely 
nothing anti-JHVH-istic in it, is shown plainly from 28.v.20, 
where we read,— 


` Then came David to Baal-Perazim, and slew them (the Philistines) there, and 
said, ‘JHVH has burst (~75) mine enemies before my face, as a burst of water’: 
therefore one called the name of the place Baal-Perazim.’ 


The derivation is strange enough, and the true meaning will 
probably be € Baal of Perazim,’ [where ‘Perazim’ denotes the 
family of Perez,] the greatest family of Judah,—just as in 
Is.xxviii.21 we find mentioned a ‘ mount of Perazim.’ But the 
etymology is remarkable, inasmuch as the inventor of it, who 
must have lived after David; saw no difficulty in the name 
‘Baal,’ and translated it by J HVH—[that is, he derived the 
name ‘ Baal-Perazim’ from the fact that ‘JHVH had burst 
(paraz) &e.” | 


¢2 ‘Baal-Perazim’ means most probably, as Dr. Oorr says, ‘Baal of Perazim’? 
—i.e. it was a place belonging to the family of Perez, where thero was a Sanctuary of 
the Baal. The later writer—whether living in or after David’s time—had mahifestly 
no such a horror of the name ‘ Baal,’ asa still later writer, e.g. of the time of Josiah, 
would have had; and the phenomenon, which we have here before us, is precisely 
similar to that which occurs with the Jehovistic writer in G.xvi.11, where we read 
‘Thou shalt call his name Ishma-El (=E? hears), for Jehovah hath heard thy 
affliction, —the two names ‘El’ and ‘Jehovah’ being here treated as interchange- 
able, just as ‘ Baal’ and‘ Jehovah’ are in 28.v.20, In fact, the names Eshbaal, Merib- 
baal, and Baalyadah, of the sons of Saul, Jonathan, and David, imply distinctly 
that in David’s time no such feeling existed,—that JEnovan might be called by 
good men ‘the Baal’ of Isracl, as JHVH was by the multitude, 

Yet it is remarkable that in not one passage of the Psalms is ‘Baal’ used with 
reference to JHVH, nor in any passage of the Prophets, except the verse of 
Hosea, ii.16, quoted in (74). This seems rather to imply, as we have said (note 5) 
that the more advanced and spiritually-minded Psalmists and Prophets did not 


+ > 
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76. Before ihe time of Ahab there existed no anti-JH VH- 
istic worship of Baal in Israel. D 

This proposition seems to be contradicted by the testimonies 
of Ju.ii,11,13, iii.7, vi.10,25; comp. also x.6,13, 1S.vii.4, xii.10, 
where we read continually, — 

‘They forsook JHVH and served the Baglim and Ashtaroth (Astartes).’ 


But these notices are not trustworthy. They come from the 
hand of the Compiler (or Compilers), who regarded the history 
from his own point of view, and, not being able to conceive of 
any public calamity without a previous apostasy from JHVH, 
ascribes the defeats of the people to idolatry. He bad no 
correct idea of the ancient time, as appears at once from the 
general mention of Baals and Astartes, whose worship was, 
perhaps, closely combined in his days. He attaches manifestly 
no distinct idea to these names, but employs them for any idols 
whatsoever.® 

77. Generally, the Jews understood little of the ancient state 
of things. For instance, Jeroboam’s calf-worship itself was 
regarded by the Chronicler as idolatry, 2Ch.xiii.8,9 ;* and all 


like to use the name ‘Baal’ in connection with Jenovan; though doubtless the 
people used it freely in connection with JHVH, and Saul, Jonathan, and even 
David could give their sons names compounded with ‘Baal.’ 

+ ® This agrees with our own view, as stated in note *, that at the time when 
tho Israelites entered Canaan, and took over the worship of ‘the Baal’ from the 
Canaanites, the true meaning of this worship, as addressed originally to the Sun, 
had faded away even among the Canaanites themselves, and must therefore have 
existed very faintly—if at all—among the Israelites even of that day, and very 
soon disappeared among them altogether, Hence in Josiah’s time the worship of 
‘tho Baal’ was a mere unmeaning idolatry, and is mentioned separately from that 
of the ‘Sun, Moon, and Planets,’ 2K.xxiii.5. 

% This, of course, is said by Dr. Oort on the supposition that the objection felt 
to Jeroboam’s doings in matters of religion was originally not at ali that he had 
set wp calves, but that he had set them up in Dan and Bethel, and called the people 
to worship there instead of at Jerusalem. This is very probably true, as regards 
the objections felt on this subject by the mass of the people of Judah : but it may be 
doubted if it applies to the Prophets and men of higher mind among them, who 

` probably condemned even in that age the worship of the calves—in other words, the 
worship of JHVH instead of Jenovan—as idolatry, At all events, no proof has 
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image-worship was held by the Jews to be such, comp. the 
¿close combination of the First and Second Commandments in 
the‘edition of the Decalogue in E.xx.3-6.% A remarkable 
example of the confused ideas of the Compiler of our his- 
torical Books is the misuse of the name Ashera [E.V. < grove]. 
This word expressed originally a pillar on or near—not only 
the altars of Baal, but also—the altars of JHVH—E.xxxiv. 
13, D.vii.5,xii.3,xvi.21,J U.Vi.25,26,28,30, 1K.xiv.15,23,2K.xiii.6, 
xvii.10,16,xviii.4,xxi.3,xxiii.15, 2Ch.xiv.3,xvii.6,xxxi-1,xxxiii.3, 
19,xxxiv.3,4,7, Is.xvii.8, Jer,xvii.2, Mic.v.13. The word means 
this also in 2Ch.xv.16 and 1K.xv.13; for we must there 
translate,— 
‘She (Asa’s mother) made on the Ashera something detestable ( nybpn). 


What the ‘ detestable’ thing was, is not explained; but it was 
probably the aidoia yuvaixos, which Heroporvs saw on similar 
pillars, ii.106.%—[* I myself saw them in Syria of Palestine.’] 


been adduced to show the contrary; and in 1K.xii.28~31 much the same language 
is used about Jerohoam’s calves—doubtless, by a writér of a much later age, but 
still, probably, living before the Captivity—as is employed by the Chronicler. 

* The Decalogue (4pp.1) was written, as we believe, about the age of Josiah. 
Before that time, we may gather that image-worship was not altogether forbidden 
in Judah, even in the reigns of pious kings; e.g. the Brazen Serpent was worshipped 
till the days of Hezekiah, 2K.xviii.4 ; and plainly Josiah had allowed image- 
worship to be practised for the first seventeen years of his reign, 2K .xxiii.4,6,14. 

s It seems plain that the Ashera (from Sx, askar, ‘be straight, erect») was in 
reality a phallus, like the Linga or Lingam of the Hindoos, the sign of the male organ 
of generation, employed as the symbol of the energising, life-giving, power of the Sun. 
It was exhibited in various forms—sometimes, in rude representations of the actual 
object, but usually in a more refined form, as a trunk of a tree, dead or living, a 
pillar, &e.: comp. the ‘round towerg’ of Ireland, which are supposed by some to 
belong to the Sun-worship. In India, a ¢éompound form is habitually used, the 
Linga and Yoni, exhibiting in symbols, for the most part artistically disguised, 
both the male and female organs. Such ‘Lingas’ are found all over India, 
Japan, &c. The fact, that Asa’s mother had the ‘detestable’ thing expressed in 
some way on one of these erections, shows plainly the nature of the Ashera itself. 

So writes Movers, i.p.671 :-- A . 

‘In the O.T. we have one passage referring to the idol Ashera, which leaves no 
just doubt that it was a phallus. The annalist of the history of the Kings speaks 
of the worship of the Ashera introduced by Rehoboam, and of the Sodomites con- 
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78. In 2K.xxi.J, xxiii.6, Ashera appears as the name of a 
goddess: but the oldest reading is to be found in 2Ch.xxxiii.7,) 
15, where bp (? image) stands instead of TWN: the alteration 
is probably due to the Compiler of Kings.* Ashera stands as 
the name of a goddess in Ju.iii.7, in place of Astarte, which 
is usual elsewherd, and in 1K.xviii.19, in the legend of Elijah, 
where her prophets are merely mentioned at the beginning, in 
order to disappear thenceforward without a trace: this record, 
consequently, is anything but old and authentic: [but see note '"]. 

79. It cannot be shown that under Ahab a worship of Astarte 
was introduced together with the worship of Baal.’ Nor can 
it be made out certainly when Ashera became a goddess of like 
meaning with Astarte. We must therefore help ourselves with 
a conjecture. In front of the Temple of Baal in Samaria stood 
an Ashera, which long survived the Temple itself, 1K.xvi.31,32, 
2K.x.18-27,xiii.6. Perhaps, when Assyrians and Israelites 
were mixed in the northern kingdom, this was honoured as a 
goddess or as a symbol of Astarte. By the Jews, who naturally 
did not understand much of this worship, it was identified with 
Astarte, and by our Compiler [? in Juiii.7, 1K.xviii.19,] repro- 
duced in the detestable Asheras of the olden time.® 


nected with it, 1K.xiv.23,24; and he adds that the Queen-Mother Maschah made 
a figure-of-shame on the Ashera, which Asa hewed-down and burnt in the valley of 
Kidron, 1K.xv.13, 2Ch.xv.16. What is here translated literally ‘ figure-of-shame’ 
is in Hebrew nyoo, ie. properly, pudendum, verendum, as also Jeroe explains 
it, who translates the passage of Chronicles thus: Sed et Maackham matrem Asa 
regis ex augusto deposuit imperio, ed quod fecisset in luco ryb) simulacrum 
Priapi: comp. Jer. Comm. ad Hos.iv. From the comparison of this passage 
according to which the wooden idol Ashera was a pudendum, with the other which 
indicates it as a high pillar, it is plain that it was a phallus, a symbol of thé gene- 
rating and fructifying power of nature.’ 

e That is, together with the worship of the Tyrian Baal, of which Dr. Oorr is 
going to speak presently. 

e Probably, in the later times of Judah, when the Assyrian ‘astrological’ 
worship of the Sun, Moon, and Planets, had altogether obliterated the notion, that 





* In 2K.xxiii.7 the reading is indistinct and uncertain: the LXX has yerrifu. 
Oort. . 
E 
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80. After this digression, we return again to the Baalim. 
«The notices of an anti-JHVH-istic Baal-worship in Judges and 
Samuel are untrustworthy. Solomon had established various 
worships by his royal authority, that of Astarte, Milcom, and 
Chemosh, but not of Baal. An idol Baal did not exist in Israel 
before the time of Ahab. ` : 

81, As far as we can make out from the passages where the 
Baalim are mentioned, either they were subordinate ‘deities 
subject to JHVH, the honouring of whom did.not, in the esti- 
mation of the people, detract from the worship of the God of 
Tsrael, or else, in the Sanctuaries named ‘ Baal of Judah,’ ‘ Baal 
of the Well,’ &c., originally none but JHVH was worshipped.” 
We must not in „any case seek for pure Monotheism in ancient 
Israel,”_—much less, apostasy from JHVH. Even in Jeremiah’s 
days, the people still maintained that they were not defiled, 
that they had not followed after the Baalim, Jer.ii.23; though 
the Prophet objected to them that they had built as many 
altars for the Baal, as there were streets in Jerusalem, xi.13. 
See N.B. at the end of this Section, p.63. ` > 

82. The Baalim—if under this name were understood deities 
distinct from JHVH, and if any account was taken of their 
relation to the God of Israel,—were equivalent to mediators 


the original Baal-worship in Israel had reference to the Sun, (notes *, °), the 
Ashera too may have lost all significance as a symbol of Sun-worship, and may have 
come, like the Baal himself, 2K.xxiii.5, to be treated as a separate idol. 

® That is to say, before Ahab’s time, the ‘ Syrian Baal,’ JHVH, was worshipped 
in Israel as ‘the Baal’: but Ahab introduced the worship of the ‘Tyrian Baal,’ and 
that was regarded as ‘ idolatrous.’ 

7 This entirely agrees with our view, that everywhere in Canaan, before and 
after the arrival of the Israelites, the same Deity, viz. the Sun, was worshipped as 
‘the Baal,’ whose great mysterious name was JHVH. Inu other words the different 
‘Baalim’ all represented ‘the Baal,’ JHVH, as the different ‘Virgins’ throughout 
the world—‘ our Lady of Loretto,’ ‘our Lady of Salette, &c.—all represent ‘our 
Lady,’ the Virgin Mary. 

" Except, perhaps, among a few great minds, as Samuel, &c. But even these 
regarded Jehovah rather as the Supreme Deity, the ‘God of Gods,’ than as thle 
only God, which idea is first clearly expressed by the Deuteronomist, iv.35,39,vi.4, 
xxxii.39; see PUL646.iii- 


D 
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between JHVH and the people. Hence is to be explained 
18.ii.25,— v 

“If a man sin against a man, then will the Elohim intercede for him: but, if a 
man sin against JHVH, who then shall pray for him ?’?? 

The oldest legislation seems to recognise and to legalise these 
‘Elohim,’ forbidding to curse them, E.xxii.28, (comp. xxi.6, 
xxii.8,9)—v.20 is dntroduced awkwardly,’*—and it understands 
by them nothing anti-JHVH-istic, since in the Sanctuaries, 
where difficult questions were determined by the Divine judg- 
ment, the oath was taken in the name of JHVH, v.11. JHVH. 
was the God of Gods, and next to him the ‘ Baalim’ or € Elohim’ 
were honoured.’ ; 

83.. In saying this, I do not wish to assert that all the-Deities 
bore this name, and that ‘ Baalim’ is convertible with ‘ Elohim.’ 


72 T cannot assent to Dr.Oort’s view of this passage. It seems to me that in 18.ii.25 
as well as in E.xxi.6, xxii.8,9, xxii.28, ‘Elohim’ must be used of the ‘mighty-ones,’ 
the ‘authorities,’ the ‘ powers that be’; especially as in E.xxii.28 the command, ‘thou 
shalt not revile the Elohim,’ stands in a parallelism with ‘neither shalt thou curse 
the ruler of thy people.’ See Gztcer, p.272. There may be a reference also to the 
fact that the ‘authorities’ decided difficult cases, which were brought before them 
for judgment, in the Sanctuary, in the presence of or by the help of the Divine 
Power (D'byg): comp.Ju.xx.1,18,23,26-28, xxi.2,8, 18.xxii.15, &. 

% With the view just enunciated in note , there is no ‘awkwardness’ what- 
ever in v.20. ? 

7 The fact, that all oaths were taken in the name of JHVH, tends also to con- 
firm our view of the case, —viz, that the ‘ Baalim’ everywhere represented JHVH. 

73 I see no reason for supposing that ‘nert to JHVH the Baalim were honoured,’ 


` SHVH was ‘the Baal’—was Elohim—was the Exomm. But in later days, as 


Solomon’s, other Deities, besides JHVH, had been introduced—'strangd Gods,’ 
‘foreign Elohim,’—as Milcom, Chemosh, Astarte, and these were forbidden; per- 
haps, because upon the basis of such names as these the Prophets could not hope 
to build up a purer faith, and establish the purer worship of Jehovah, the Living 
God, as they could, and eventually did, upon the basis òf the name JHVH. 

So, as we have said, among the Zulus in the present day, Missionaries would be 
content—rather would desire and endeavour—to retain the native name for the 
Deity, Unkulunkulu, ‘ Great-Great-One,’ as being very well fitted to express the 
Divine Being. We should not condemn as idolatrous the mere fact of their 
worshipping Unkulunkulu, however unbecoming and incongruous their ceremonies 
might be; we should only strive to elevate their ideas, and purify their mode of 


` worshipping. But we should object to the use of any unsuitable name of their own, 


or any outlandish name of some foreign Deity. 
E 2 
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But neither will I say the contrary. Whether they are dis- 
“tinguished in Jer.xi.13, or* not, is not plain. If they are, there 
must then have been Gods (Elohim), who did not bear the 
name of Baalim; and, since the worshipping of trees and stones 
points to tree- and stone-deities, and ‘also Satyrs were probably 
worshipped (see 111,112), these are, perhaps, to be distinguished 
from the Baalim.”* Here, however, we are roping altogether _ 
in the dark. The Elohim were for the Israelites what the 
Saints and ‘Our dear Lady ’ of this or that place are for Roman- 
Catholics. The honouring of these does not in the view of the 
worshippers derogate at all from the worship paid to the One 
God, although, perhaps, they appeal most to the subordinate 
deities,’” ose 
84. The Israelites of later days—[Dr. Oorr means ‘the days 
of Samuel and David, not the still deter days of Josiah|—had 
no such great reason, therefore, to be afraid of the use of the 
name Baal. It is an anachronism to understand under that: 
name, in the days of Samuel arid David, a Deity which entrapped 
away the honour of the national God, JHVH. It was only in 
later days, after Ahab’s time, that he became this.”® 
æ The ‘trees” and ‘stones’ seem to have been, only different forms of tho 
phallus or Linga (Rote ®), and, as such, they were representatives of the one Baal, 
the Sun, who appears under different names as the Baal of this place or that. 
7 Dr. Oorts comparison is not exactly correct. The state of things in Israel, 
. according to our view, may be compared more properly with the worship of the one 
Virgin, of whom there are various representatives, as ‘our Lady of’ this place or 
that, than with that of the numerous Saints, who are for the most part different 
patrons of different places. But the Virgin, though deemed almost all-powerful 
as a mediator, is yet subordinated to the Supreme Being; whereas with the 
Israelites ‘Elohim’ or ‘the Exoum’ was only another name for tho Supreme 
Being Himself,—the Baal of Israel, JHVH, (or in the minds of pious worshippers, 
Jzuovan); it was not a mere synonym for ‘the Daalim.’ 
™ Though before the time of Ahab, who introduced the worship of the Tyrian 
Baal, the Prophets do not seem to have openly condemned the use of the name 
‘Baal’ as applied to JHVH, yet they evidently, as we have said, did not affect the 
use of it, for it appears nowhere in any Psalm or Prophecy, applied to JHVH, 
except in Hos.ii.16: and 80 in v.17 the Prophet goes on to say, ‘For I will take 


away the names of the Baalim out of her mouth, and they shall no more be remem- 
bered by their name.’ 
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85. With this view of the Baalim, the-story of Gideon or 
Jerubbaal seems to be irreconcilable. Yet we are very far 
from possessing this’ story in an unmutilated form. Gideon’s 
surname, Jerubbaal, cannot, in my judgment, mean anything 
else than ‘ Baal-defender? That this name for a ‘defender of 
JHVH’ offended pious men of later times; is not to be won- 
dered at. They have devised two modes of removing this 
stumbling-block out of the way. The first was the very usual 
mode of changing Jerubbaal into Jerubbesheth, 28.xi.21, wherein 
they seem to have overlooked 18.xii-11. The other was to give. 
a Jehovistic etymology to the name; and with this view the 
account in Ju.vi.25-32 was excogitated, and Jerubbaal accord- 
ingly was explained to megan, ‘one with whom Baal strives.’ 

. 86. The Compiler of the.account in the Judges has done his 
best to erase -every trace of a friendly relation between Gideon 
and the Baal-Berith =‘ Baal of the Covenant’ at Shechem; and 
accordingly he mentions, viii.33-35, that it was not till after 
Gideon’s death that the Baalim were served, and Baal-Berith in 
particular. But ix.2 reveals the truth to us, where we read 
that Abimelech after Gideon’s death put the. ne to the 
Shechemites,— 


‘Which is best, that seventy men, all sons of Jerubbaal, should reign over you, 
or thet one man should be prince over you?’ 


This dilemma would not have been stated iis if Jerubbaal, had - 
not himself ruled previously over them,—if not as King, -yet as 

Judge. When Abimelech thus laid claim to the Sovereignty, the 

Temple of Baal-Berith was already at Shechem, v.4. The wor- 

ship of Baal-Berith, or El-Berith, ix. <.46, then, [was practised 

under Gideon’s rule, and, consequently,] was not anti-JHVH- 

istic. Gideon, the valiant ‘defender of JHVH, certainly took 

part in it witb a clear conscience, and bore the name of ‘ Baal- 

defender.’ 7 


7 I cannot wholly agree with Dr, Oort’s views as to ‘the story of Gideon. It 
appears to me that the name ‘ Jerubbaal? cannot well denote ‘he strives for Baal’ = 
Baal-defendér, as I understand Dr, Oort to explain the word ; but, after the analogy 
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87. Now, however, we must examine into the reasons which 
caused this great change in the conception of the Baalim. How 
did Baal become an idolatrous name in Israel? Two circum- 
stances contributed to this, the inner development of JH VH-ism, 
and the threatening form, which the worship of the Tyrian 
Baal assumed under Ahab. A word on both these points, 

88. From the days of Moses, Israel was the people of JHVH. 
He was no true Israelite, who left the altars of JHVH unvisited 
and sware not by JHVH.® But what kind of JHVH-ism was 


of Ishmael =‘ El hears,’ Ishmaiah = ‘Jah hears,’ &c., so Jerubbaal must denoto ‘Baal 
strives,’ as the Scripture story explains it. But the analogy of these other names 
makes it most unlikely that Gideon was called Jerubbaal, in order to imply hostility 
between him and fhe Baal, as if the Baal had striven or would strive with him. 
The Divine Name, El of Jah, is always (as far as I am aware) meant to honour the 
person in whose name it appears, and to extend a kind of protection to him: and 
the compound name usually expresses some general attribute or quality of the 
Deity, ‘El hears, ‘Jah hears,’ &., as it seems to do here, ‘Baal strives.’ This 
name, then, given to Gideon, seems to show that he was under the protection of the 
Baal, and therefore was. his servant. And this is confirmed by the fact, to which Dr. 
Oorr refers, that in Shechem, under Gideon’s government, there was, a Temple “of 
Baal-Berith or El-Berith, Ju.ix.4,46—upon which see (72*)—and also by the circum- 
stance recorded in viii.27, that ‘Gideon made an ephod, and put it in his city, in 
Ophrah ; and all Israel went thither a whoring after it; which thing became a 
snare unto Gideon and to his house.’ This does not look as if Gideon was such a 
strenuous opponent of all idolatry. 

How then are the contradictions of the story to be explained? I cannot think that 
Dr. Oorr is right in regarding vi.25-32 us an interpolation: it seems to me to be a 
portion of the context in which it appears. Nevertheless, it is plain’ that two hands, 
at least, have been concerned in the composition of this story as it now stands, for 
the reasons stated at length in App.IV: and this fact may explain the discrepancies, 

% We agree generally with Dr. Oort’s account of ‘the inner development of 
JHVH-ism’ in (87-96); but there are some points in respect of which our view, 
it will be scen, differs somewhat from his. “Thus we see no ground for believing 
that Israel ‘ from the days of Moses was the people of JHVH.’ On the contrary, 
in P.V.Chap.xix, we have given reasons for believing that, though Israel may have 
known the name JHVH very soon after their entrance into Canaan, (that is, very 
nearly from the time of the Exodus=the ‘days of Moses, ) yet JHVH. was not dis- 
tinctly recognised as the ‘ God of Israel,’ and Israel did not formally-regard itself as 
the ‘people of JHVH? till the time of Samuel. In short, Dr. Oort, while admitting 
the unhistorical character of all the main details of the Pentateuchal story, —as the 
revelation of the Divine Name to Moses, the construction of the Tabernacle, &e.— 
yet assumes it to be true, without (as it seems to me) any sufficient reason (see 
note), that Moses did actually teach the peoplo the worship of JHVH, the Deity 
worshipped in his tribe or family (on which see note *). 
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this? If Ezra and his companions had bean able to cast a 
single glance upon the religious condition of the people of» 
the time of the Judges and long afterwards, what strange 
things would they have seen! They would, perhaps, have 
understood what a folly they were committing in placing at 
the head of the history the Legislation contained in Exodus- 
Deuteronomy. ; 

89. The whole. religious life of .the Israelites was a fearful 
contrast with the Law. Upon every hill, and under every 
green tree, altars were erected, on which and by which were 
placed pillars (Asheras) and sun-images (Chammanim). Me- 
morial-stones were to be found everywhere, sprinkled with oil, 
and honoured with sacrifices, Countless deities were worshippéd 
as private gods and mediators with JHVH."! . Rude and arbi- 
trary was the worship. Priests of the tribe of Levi might 
minister at Shiloh and other renowned Sanctuaries ;* any one 
who chose sacrificed besides wherever -he pleased. . Invocation 
of the holy flame and the altar-incense were coupled with pro- 
cessions round the altars. i 

90. At the Sanctuaries, in which frequently images of JHVH 
were placed, festivals were celebrated and sacrificial feasts 
observed, the chief characteristic of which was'* making merry 
before the face of JHVH? There women served as well as 
men: there were the sacred dances conducted: there the Priest, 
according to his right,ehad his portion: of the flesh of the 
sacrifice dragged out .of the cauldron, and claimed sometimes 
(to the disgust of the worshippers) what was not yet cooked. 


81 I have said already (note *) why I doubt the correctness of this statoment 
that the numerous Baalim were ‘ private gods and mediators with JHVH. They 
were no more so than the numerous Virgins in different chapels throughout the 
Roman-Catholic world are ‘private’ objects of worship, and ‘ mediators with Mary.’ 

22 The ‘Priests of the tribe of Levi’ certainly may have ministered at Shiloh and 
other places. I see no reason to believe that they actually did so minister, as a 
tribe specially sot apart for such services, till the time of David. Sce P.V.Chap.xv. 

83 This is said with reference particularly to Prof. Dozx’s view as to the 
coremonics at Shiloh, and at the Gilgal, which he compares with ‘those of the 
Meccan festival, p.125. 
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Human sacrifices were offered on special occasions in order to 
e pacify the angry JHVH : on the gibbet, [N.xxv.4, 2S.xxi.9,] or 
on the altar, [P.V.Chap.xx,] the victims were put to death. 
Prostitution in honour of the Deity was no uncommon thing 
[P.V.371]. At the Gilgal, as appears by the excellent dis- 
covery of Prof. Dozy, were celebrated rude military reminis- 
cences of the Conquest of “the Land. In short, we find 
everywhere the traces of very arbitrary JHVH-worship. 

91. Nothing was more natural than this. We know not 
what was the religion of the Israelites before they received 
JHVH-ism from the hand of Moses,°°—to what extent the 
worship of sacred trees and stones, the adoration of the Baalim 
or different kinds of Gods, sacrifices and solemnities, were prac- 
tised amoñg them. But we can scarcely suppose their religious 


ry 


s% This view as to the meaning of the Feast at the Gilgal appears to me very 
doubtful. The Israelites, no doubt, had some conflicts with the Canaanites before 
they made good their footing in the land; and the Feast in question may have been 
instituted to commemorate the termination of these struggles. But there is no 
substantial proof that there was really any great ‘Conquest’ of the land under 
Joshua, about half the account of whose doings is written by the Deutero- 
nomist (P.V.5) in the reign of Josiah, eight centuries after the Exodus; and the 
very name of Joshua is never once mentioned by any one of the Psalmists or 
Prophets. When, again, we remember that the Israelites did not complete at all 
in that age the conquest of the land, as we Jearn from the Book of Joshua itself, 
xy.63,xvi.10,xvii.12,16, and especially xviii.2,3, see also Ju.i.19,21,27-36,—that 
the more truly historical Book of Judges exhibits them frequently in a state of 
servitude and distress—that ‘the five lords of the Philistines, and all the 
Oanaanites, and the Sidonians, and the Hivites, that dwell in Mount Lebanon’ 
were left to ‘prove Israel,’ Ju.iii.4,—that ‘the children of Israel dwelt among the 
Canaanites, Hittites, and Amorites, and Perizzites, and Hivites, and Jebusites, and 
“they took their daughters to be their wives, and gave their daughters to their sons, 
and served their gods,’ v.6,6,—it seems unlikely that the ‘Feast at the Gilgal’ 
should have commemorated yearly their ‘ Conquest of the Land,’ though it may 
have celebrated their Setlement in it, and may have been reproduced in the 
Meccan Festival. 

8 Here, again, is the great assumption. What proof is there that the Israelites 
received JHVH-ism ‘from the hand of Moses’? Everything seems rather, in our 
view, to show that they received it, or, rather, that they received the first prin- 
ciples of a more pure and spiritual religion,~the worship of Jenovaz,—‘ from the 
hand of’ Samuel, who is coupled so suggestively with Moses in Jer.xv.1. 
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ideas and forms of worship to have been very much developed. 
Further, we can scarcely suppose that they had unity of, 
worship: although,° naturally, there would exist considerable 
uniformity among tribes connected with one another by ties 
of blood and unity of interest. 

92; In the wilderness, however, they recognise the God of 
their deliverer (Moses), and: his tribe or family as their God, 
the God of Gods. But, for all this, the religious and moral 
principles of JHVH-ism, or, if it is preferred, of the religion 
of Moses, did not penetrate into them. The rude warriors had 
probably something else to do than to get themselves instructed 
in matters of religion. And so each maintained the super- 
stitions, the religious usages, which he previously had, while 
together with these or in these all he worshipped JHVH, sware 
by JHVH, and went to war in the name of JHVH.* 

93. When, however, Israel conquered Canaan, they found 
there various tribes, whose worship undoubtedly had much 
agreement with their own in some points,®’ while in other 


86 Jt seems to me that Ewaxp’s idea, that JHVH was the Deity worshipped in 
the family or tribe of Moses before the Exodus, is highly improbable, (see this point 
discussed fully in P.V.Chap.xix,) and that there is no real proof whatever that 
they ‘worshipped JEVE?’ in the wilderness, or ‘sware by Him,’ or ‘went to fight 
in His Name,’—still less that under the eye of Moses himself, (for forty years 
long, says the traditionary view, though critics would greatly diminish this time,) 
they practised this supposed mixture of JHVH-worship snd idolatry. This: 
assumption rests upon a belief in the historical value of some of the details in 
the Pentateuch—(as, for instance, the name, ‘Jochebed,’ of the mother of Mgps, 
which is compounded with ‘Jehovah,’ and, if genuine, would show that the name 
was known and commonly used before its revelation to Moses,)—while others, and 
“these some of the main portions of the narrative, as E.vi.2-7, are altogether re- 
jected. 

8 That the Israelites in Egypt may have retained something of tho old Sun- 
worship, which their fathers probably practised ‘beyond the (flood) Euphrates,’ 
Jo.xxiv.14, and may have found the same again in full development, when they 
entered the land of Canaan, is certainly possible. But the Hebrew tradition ap- 
pears distinetly to fix the time of their first making acquaintance with the name 
JHVH, as contemporaneous with that of the Exodus, E.vi.2-7 (P.V. 318); and the 
absence of any names compounded with JHVH (except Joshua and Jochebed) in 
tho Pentateuch itself seems to confirm this. The residual historical fact, as we have 
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respects it varied greatly from it. In many districts Israel was 
closely mized with the Canaanites, and naturally these latter 
received in consequence JHVH-ism,8—as, for instance, the 
Nethinim of later centuries, the Gibeonites, ‘Solomon’s servants.’ 
But they imported also their own religious forms and ideas into 
the Israelitish worship, which happened the more easily, inas- 
much as these were little defined. and very arbitrary. 

94. The JHVH-ism of Joshua’s troopers was a name, and 
nothing more.® And-what strange abortions may be generated, 
when a people that conquers a land brings thither a religion 
which it understands but little itself, the history of Christendom 
and Islam shows in numerous instances. Thus there arose in 
Canaan the most singular medley, which, however opposed, 


said (note ”), which lies at the basis of this tradition, (if we reject the hotion of 
the supernatural revelation to Moses), would appear to be no other than this, that 
they learned it first from their contact with the tribes of Canaan; unless any will 
adopt the idea of Ewaxp, which seems to us very unnatural, that JHVH was wor- 
shipped by name before the Exodus, but privately in the family or tribe of Moses, 
and by him was first imparted to Israel at the time of their wanderings. 

s8 On our view, of course, the Israelites received JHVH-ism from the Canaan- 
ites. Where is there any indication that the ‘Nethinim,’ ‘ Gibeonites,’ and ‘Solomon’s 
servants,’ received it from the Israelites ? 

8 It would seem to be incredible that the worship of JHVH in Israel, —after the 
schooling of Moses and J oshua, and the ministrations of Aaron and Eleazar ,— pay, 
under the actual superintendence of Phinehas,—should have been so ‘little defined ’ 

-and so ‘very arbitrary,’ as Dr. Oogt supposes, or that ‘the JHVH-ism of Joshua’s 
troopers should have been a name, and nothing more,’ if there is any substantial 
in the story of the Book of Joshua. How, if JHVH-ism was only a name 
among Joshua's troopers, did they cometo influence so powerfully the neighbouring 
tribes, as Dr. Oort supposes them to have done? But, surely, Joshua, Eleazar, 
Phinehas, and ‘the elders who outlived Joshua,’ must have understood fully the re-* 
ligion of the wilderness ; and their influence must have lasted—according to the Bible 
for nearly a century, but, at all events,—for a considerable time after the Exodus, 

In short, it seems to us, that the acquisition by the Hebrews of the worship of 
JHVH from the tribes of Canaan is very intelligible and natural, if there is any 
truth in the facts set forth by Movers as tothe Phoenician worship of the Sun under 
the name IAO ; and so also is the fact, which the history discloses, that, as time 
advanced, their Great Prophets, divinely taught and enlightened, sought to purify 
their worship, while still they retained the Name. But it is far more difficult to 
conceive the course of developmont, which Dr. Oort’s theory supposes. 
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lasted till the Captivity: while a Jeremiah could exclaim, 
ii.28,xi.13,— 

‘As many as thy towns, O Judah! so are thy gods!’ 

Nevertheless, it remained always the people of JHVH.” 

95. Yet in the midst of this mixture of religions there was 
working a little seed, spiritual children of Moses. In the spirit 
of the Law of the Ten Commandments® they sought to 
reform the worship of Israel. JHVH was for them the only 
Deity: it was unlawful” to make an image of Him: the oath 
taken in His Name was sacred: the observance of the Sabbath 
was pleasing to Him,——respect for elders, and moral virtué, His 
Will. 

96. Their activity remained long unnoticed. But this 
spiritual seed acquired influence by degrees, and opposed more 
openly, as time advanced, all which conflicted with their higher 
conceptions of JHVH-worship. With that view, they tried to 
get into their hands the priestly offices, and to prevent all 
private worship.®*? Gradually, all feasts; usages, and solemnities, 


% Yes—from the time that it became ‘a people’ at all, and became also ‘tho 
people of JHVH, in Samuel's days. 

%1 The ‘Ten Commandments’ date, as we havo said (note), from the age of 
Josiah. Jehovah was ‘the Elohim,’ the Great God, the God of Israel, to the earlier 
writers of the Pentateuch,—but not the only God (note 7). It was not forbidden 
to make an image for purposes of worship in their days; for we see that ‘tera- 
phim’ aro mentioned without any mark of censure in G.xxxi.19, xxxv.2,4, Ju.xvii.5, 
xviii.20, 1S,xix.13, as is a graven or molten image in Ju.xvii.3,4, xviii.8l. On 
theso points the Pentateuch, as we now have it, betrays the developments of a later 

e. 

= According to our view, the ‘ spiritual seed’ in question, which worked’ continu- 
ally i in the endeavour to elevate and spiritualise the worship of JHVH in Isracl, 
was the series of Prophets who followed in the footsteps of Samuel. The modesty 
of the latter referred his own work, in the Elohistic document, to the activity of 
Moses. But Samuel was himself the Prophet—not Moses—who received the Divine 
illumination, and laid the first principles of a spiritual religion, the worship of 
JEHOVAH, in Israel. 

% This may have been the case in Solomon’s time, whon Zadok,—probably one of 
the School of Samuel,— by taking part with the young king against his elder brother 
Adonijah, 1K.i.8, &e., secured the expulsion of his glider fellow-pricst, Abiathar, 
1K.ii.35, and tho appointment of himself in charge of tho Sanctuary at Jerusalem 
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which the people kept in honour of JHVH, but which in their 
view were unlawful, were declared to be idolatrous. It is 
obvious that the worship of the Baalim was an offence to them. 
Yet is there no indication that before Ahab’s time Baal was an 
idolatrous name. 


97. Idolatrous, or anti-JHVH-istic, the Baal-worship could 
not have been, until the worshipping of Baal appeared as some- 
thing anti-national : and that did not happen till after Solomon’s 
days. But the grounds for it were already laid in his time. 
In Tyre, as we know, Hiram reigned simultaneously with 
David and Solomon, under whom that state attained an‘unpre- 
cedented glory. Hiram employed for the maintenance of his 
authority the same means as his friend Solomon, viz. the 
erection of a splendid Temple for the national Deity, the Baal 


—that is, first of the Tabernacle, and then of the Temple. But it does ‘not seem 
that the Priests in later days—except, perhaps, Hilkiah in Josiah’s time—were 
Reformers of the worship of JHVH. There were some spiritually-minded Prophets 
all along, who laboured for this, and Jeremiah was of a priestly family: but these 
were very commonly opposed. to the Priests, as well as to other, non-reforming, 
Proph&is: see Jer.i.18, ii.8,26, v.31, especially xx.1,2, xxvi.7,8,11, xxix.26,27, 

® That is, as we may suppose, all worship of JHVH, which was conducted after 
the idolatrous fashions of the tribes around them. 

% But see note °, where some indications ure given of the existence of a dislike 
for the use of the name ‘ Baal ’ in connection with JHVH, even as early as the time 
of David. 

* The worshipping of the Baal was never anti-JHVH-istic, but it was 
anti-Jznov-istic,—that is, it was opposed to the spirit of the Reformers, Samuel 
and his followers, The attempt to centralise the worship of Jexovan at Jerusalem, 
in David's time and Solomon’s, was made with a view to the suppression of the 
irregular JHVH-worship, in different parts of the land, gradually and without 
violence; but it utterly failed, and, before long, the worship in the Temple itself 
degenerated into Baal-worship. Eyen before ‘Solomon’s days,’ however, as we have. 
seen (note °), there are signs that the use of the name ‘ Baal’ in connection with 
JnwovaH-worship was objected to,—not by the people generally, but by the Psalmists 
and pious Prophets—as injurious to the progress of true religion in the land, 
dishonouring to the true Lord, the ‘Husband,’ of Israel, and, therefore, in the 
highest sense of the word, ‘anti-national.’? With the people at large, however, no 
doubt, as Dr, Oorr says, the worship of the Baal, that is, of JHVH, was not 
‘anti-national,’ until the time of Ahab, when a new form of idolatry was sought tp 
be introduced—the worship of the ‘Tyrian Baal.’ 
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of Tyre, Melkarth [np op, melech kereth, < king of the city’], 
the worship of which deity seems to have been greatly extended 
and developed at that period. 

98. We are told, for instance, of Hiram, (MENANBER in 
Josern., Ant.VIILv.3, and contr.Ap.I.18,*) first, that he 
placed a golden pillar [ ? Ashera or Phallus] before the Temple 
of Jupiter’?Olympius—then, that he overthrew the old sanctu- 
aries and consecrated enclosures (réuzevos) for Herakles and 
Astarte, and built new temples upon them, of which the roofs 
were made of cedar,—lastly, that he was the first to celebrate 
the Feast of the Resurrection of Herakles (mpaérés te tod 
“Hpaxdzous yspow éroujoato). The worship of Herakles or 
Melkarth had much in common with Sun-worship * (comp. 
J. O. Miizr in Herz. Real-Enc. I.p.639-641): and to this 
belonged among other things the Festival in Spring when he 
awaked again, to which, perhaps, Elijah alluded in his mocking 
words on Carmel, 1K.xviii.27 — 

X ‘Cry aloud, for he is God: either he is talking, or he is pursuing, or he is in 
a journey, or peradvénture he sleepeth, and must be awaked.’ 

99. This worship was introduced into Israel under Ahab. 
This king married, Jezebel, daughter of the Sidonian, or rather 
Tyrian,t king Eth-Baal, and built in Samaria a splendid temple 
for ‘ the Baal,’ that is, for ‘the Tyrian Baal,’ Melkarth, erected 

% The worship of the «Tyrian ` Baal’ had, of course, a close connection with 
Sun-worship, for Herakles was the Sun: see note ’* The ‘Feast of the Resur- 
rection’ of Herakles was the celebration of the birth of the new year after the 
death of the old: and this festival, too, existed in the worship of the Syrian Baal, 


‘Adonis,’ who was said to have ‘risen again from the dead on the third day’: see 
P.V. App 111.27. 
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* These quotations do not agree strictly in their statements: that in the Anti- 
quities is the most accurate.—OorrT. 

t In this way is usually corrected the notice in 1K.xvi.31, in which Jezebel is 
called a Sidonian. The reason for this is that in Ahab’s time (according to 
Josnruvus, as above) Ethbaal reigned in Tyre. To this it may be added, that the 
Baal-worship was evidently paramount, even if coupled with an Astarte-worship: 
whereas Astarte would certainly have been the chief deity, if Jezebel had come 
from Sidon, 1K.xi.5, 2K.xxiii,13.—Oorr. 
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near it a memorial-stone (n339), which his son put-away, 
2K.iii.2, and a pillar (ashera), 1K.xvi.31,32, which was left 
standing when Jehu destroyed’ the Temple, 2K.x.18-27. 

10@ And now began a violent opposition to the Baal. The 
zealous servants of JHVH, headed by Elijah or Elisha, did their 
best, and JHVH triumphed when Jehu appeared on the stage: 
though it would seem that in this struggle Propheti&m also had 
exhausted its strength. The contest between the Baal and the 
Prophets is graphically described in 1K.xviii,xix, which is not 
an historical record in the strict sense of the word, but gives us 
in the person of Elijah a picture of Prophetdom, exactly as, 


amidst the persecutions of the Court-Party, it maintained the 


honour of JHVH. See Prof. Kuenen’s Art. on ‘The Prophet 
Elijah,’ in Niew en Oud, 1864, V.p.107-144. 

101. Thus the name ‘ Baal ’—or rather ‘the Baal ’—-became 
an idolatrous name. Henceforward, the word might be used in 
two senses, with the article as a designation of Melkarth,’” and 
in the plural (Baalim), as denoting gods honoured together 
with JHVH.” This double use of the word we find also in 
Hosea. In ii.1-13 he mentions with abhorrence the idolatry 
of Israel, as practised under Ahab and his successors, the 
remains of which probably still existed here and there : °— 


7 But what then is the meaning of 4 BdaA, used invariably in the LXX translation 
of Jeremiah and Zephaniah (note '’)? Is it not probable that the LXX, at all events, 
understood ‘the Baal’ to be used also, both before and after Ahab’s days, of ‘the 
heifer,’ # dduadts, Tobi.5, 2K.x.29, which was the symbol of the old Phenician 
Baal? 

= In our view, of course, the ‘ Baalim’ did not ‘denote gods honoured together 
with JHVH’—but represented JHVH, ‘the Baal,’ himself. 

* But Hosea wrote about a century after Jehu had rooted out utterly, it would 
seem, the worship of the Tyrian Baal. Surely the words in 2K.x.18~-28 imply 
this, We read here that Jehu summoned ‘all the prophets of the Baal, all his 
servants, and all his priests,—let none be wanting—whosoever shall be wanting 
he shall not live,’ 719. ‘And Jehu sent throughout all Isracl; and all the 
worshippers of the Baal came, so that theré was not a man left that came not,’ 
v.21. And then after the massacre of all these, it is added, v.26-28 :— 

‘And they brought forth the image out of the house of the Baal, and brake 
down the house of the Baal, and made it a draught-honse unto this day. Thus 
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‘They have used the corn, must, and oil, which JHVH gave them, for the 
Baal.’ 2.8. o 

‘And I will visit upon them the days of the Baalim, wherein she burnt incense 
to them . . . and forgat me, saith JHVH? v.13. 

‘After that JHVH will again be gracious to them, and they shall no more call 
him ‘my (Baal) Lord,’ but ‘my (Ish) Husband’; and JHVH will take-away the 
names of the Baalim out of their mouths, and they shall no more be remembered 
by their name. v.16,17. 


It is plain that mention is here made of a kind of JHVH- 
worship, to which the Prophet objects. l 

102. So, again, Melkarth (‘the Baal’) is indicated in 
Ho.xiii.1: °° and in xi.2 ‘the Baalim’ are mentioned. Nothing 
is more natural than that the Tyrian Baal should have brought 
his more innocent brothers in Israel into still greater discredit 
than as yet had attached to them, even in the view of the most 
highly advanced Israelites.” 

103. In Judah the worship of the Tyrian Baal was introduced 
when Athaliah was queen, 2K.xi.18. But, when Joash as- 
cended the throne, it was again abolished. The expression ‘the 
Baal’ was, however, in Judah synonymous, not only with 
every kind of idolatry, but also with every kind of unlawful 
JHVH-worship,™ to which the Prophets quite as strongly 
objected. 


Jehu destroyed the Baal out of Israel. Howbeit, as to the sins of Jeroboam, the. 
son of Nebat, who made Israel to sin, Johu departed not from after them, the 
golden heifers (af dapdarcs af Xpooei) in Bethel and in Dan.’ 

It seems plain that no ‘remains’ of the wership.of the Tyrian Baal were left 
in Israel: while yet Jehu clave to the worship of the Syrian Baal, JHVH, to 
which his people were of old attached, and whose symbol was the heifer (4 Bda 
4 öduanis, Tob.i.5), It is ¿kis Baal, as we suppose, to whom Hosea refers in ii.8 ; 
and accordingly the LXX uses here # Bdaà, while throughout the story of Jehu and 
the Tyrian Baal, in 2K.x. 18-28, only ó Báaà is used. And so we understand ‘the 
‘Baalim’ in Hos.ii.13,17, as referring also to the representatives of JHVH tbrough- 
out the land—‘a kind of JHVH-worship’ to which, no doubt, ‘the Prophet 
objected.’ 

100 No! here also the reference is to ‘the heifer,’ and the LXX has 7 Báaà. 

11 This is probably true, But from the times of Samuel downwards those 
‘brethren’ bad been regarded with ‘suspicion by the more enlightened men in 
Israel, and had probably long ceased to be considered by them as ‘innocent’: see 
note %, 

102 Exactly so: this entirely accords with our view that the idolatries in Judah 
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104. Thus Jeremiah says that the Israelites worshipped the 
' Baalim ‘whom their fathers taught them,’ ix.14,!? and thus 
he plainly recognises that this worship wis a part of the old 
religion.’ But ‘burniig incense to the Baal’ stands with 
him in the same category with ‘following after other gods,’ 
vii.9, of which gods, according to v.18, and xliv.17-19, the 
£ Queen of Heaven’ seems to have had the foremost place.'5 If 


were almost all of this kind, viz. idolatrouns JHVH-worship, Accordingly, as we 
have seen (note), the LXX invariably use $ Béaa in their translation of Jeremiah 
and Zephaniah, though they use always 4 Bdañ of the Tyrian Baal, 1K. xvi.31,32, 
xvili.22,26,40, xix.18, 2K.iii.2, x.18-28, xi.18. But ő gdan might also be used for 
the Phenician Baal with reference to the Deity, and not to the form of his idol, 
the heifer: and so we find it used both before the introduction of the worship of 
the Tyrian Baal, Ju.ii.13, vi.25,28,30,31,32, viii.33, x.10, and after its abolition, 
2K. xvii.16, xxiii.4,5. , 

2109 True: but he also’ says, xxiii.27, ‘their fathers have forgotten my Name 
through the Baal, that is, as we understand it, had forgotten the true moaning of 
the Name, had used it as JHVH, the name of the Baal, not as Jenovan, the Name 
of the’Living God ; and from this text it might be argued that they knew first the 
spiritual meaning of the Name, and abandoned it for the carnal. And, no doubt, 
the Prophet means to charge them with this, assuming, of course, as he might, the 
general: truth of the story of the Exodus, But the statement would also- be 

. substantially true, if he referred to the time of Samuel, when the people ‘put 

_ away the Baalim and the Astartes,’ at the Prophet's exhortation, ‘and served 
Jehovah only,’ 1S.vii.4. This was the starting-point, as we suppose, of the worship 
of, Jenovan, whose Name, in its higher spiritual meaning, was in that ago, as we 
suppose, first declared to them, by the oral teaching of the Prophet and his 
disciples, supported by the written documents which they composed for them, e. g. the’. 
narrative of the Exodus; comp. E.iii. 13-15, vi2-7, &e. From this knowledge of 
the Name they foll away, seduced, as Jeremiah says, xii.14, by ‘the evil neighbours 
that touched their inheritance,’ and taught by them to ‘swear by the Baal,’ v.16. 

1% Certainly: the worship of the Baalim was part of the old worship of JHVH, 
which had prevailed in Israel, more or less, ever since-the time of their entrance 
into Canaan, that is, in fact, ever since the Exodus. But this worship was all 
along, as we believe, regarded by devout persons as ‘idolatrous,’ though at first, ase 
late as the time of David, Jenovan was regarded by good men as ‘the Baal’ of 
Israel (note °). But yery soon this use of the name ‘Baal’ was lsid aside, and 
confined to the idolatrous worship of JHVH. 

1° The worship of the ‘Queen of Heaven’ was a new worship, part of the astro- 
logical worship of the Sun, Moon, and Planets, recently introduced from Chaldea, 
and the adoption of which, therefore, was rightly spoken of as a ‘following after 
other gods.’ But, that Jeremiah does not, as Dr. Oorr supposes, use the phrase 
‘burn incense to the Baal, as a synonym for any species of idolatry, or for ‘lying 
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he declares.of the Prophets of Samaria, xxiii. 13, and of those of 
Jerusalem, ii.8, that they prophesied by ‘the Baal,’ he indicates 
by this—not idolatry, strictly speaking, but—‘ lying prophecy” 
of all kinds. We have seen above (17~29) how deeply 
JHVH-ism had sunk into the heart of the people of the. 
northern kingdom.'” And this was not less the case in Judah, 
as the well-known narrative in Jer.xxvi teaches us. ‘The 
Baal >is, consequently, a synonym with him for ‘the spirit of 
of lying.” 


105. I hope that I have here indicated sufficiently the con- 
nection between the worship of the Baalim and that of JHVH. 
We must now pay a visit to the Temple of Mecca, in order to 
see if the discovery there made overthrows our conclusion as to 
the history of Baal-worship, as gathered from the O.T. 


prophecy of all kinds ’—that he refers here, as E EA to the heifer-worship, the 
idolatrous worship of JHVH,—seems to be shown by the LXX using here 7 Bdar, 

10 I cannot agree with this view, but believe that Jeremiah refers always 
literally, in the expression ‘the Baal (h Bda), to the idolatrous worship of JHVH 
under tho form of a heifer. 

107 That is, of course, not Jenov-ism, but idolatrous JHVH- -ism, the worship 
of the Syrian Baal. 

108 For the reasons above given (note '), I cannot assent to this statement, 

N.B. In het Menschenoffer in Israel, p.134, Dr. Oort explains Jer.ii.23 by 
supposing that in Jeremiah’s days tho name ‘ Baal’ was in discredit even with the 
multitude,—which appears also from the fact that in that age Beth-Meon was used, 
Jer.xliii.24, for Baal-Meon, (though Ezekiel has the old form, xxv.9,) and Kirjath- 
Jearim, Jer.xxvi.20, for Baal of Judah. ‘Hence the people said truly that they 
were not defiled through the Baal. But there was no reason to boast of this: what 
they did was no better than the old Baal-worship.’ 

This agrees completely with our own view. The great body of the people 
objected to the worship of ‘the Baal,’ i.e. of the Tyrian Baal, which Athaliah, 
Jezebel’s daughter, introduced into Jerusalem; and ‘all the people of the land 
went into the house of the Baal, and brake it down; his altars and his images 
brake they in pieces thoroughly, and slew Matthan, the priest of the Baal, before 
his altars’ 2K.xi.18, But still ‘the high-places were not taken away ; the people 
still sacrificed and burnt incense in the high-places,’ 2K.xii.3: that is, the people 
still worshipped JHVH, the Syrian Baal, as of old. From this time, however,. 
they may have ceased to call JHVH ‘the Baal,’ whence their plea, that in Jere- 
miah’s days they were not defiled with ‘ Baalim.’ 
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SECTION IIT. 


THE RELIGION OF THE EXPATRIATED SIMEONITES. 


106. Pror. Dozy thinks that the chief Deity worshipped at 
Mecca was ‘the Baal, and that, next to him, JHVH was wor- 
shipped in the form of a he-goat. f 

With reference to this’ I wish to show that, if the supposed 
he-goats are the only proof of the existence of JHVH-ism! in 
Arabia, we may say that this religion has quietly disappeared 
without leaving a trace behind it; since these can scarcely be 
-called images of JHVH. 

107. In the Temple at Mecca were two gold gazelles, which 
the Jews, when expelled by the Chozaha, two centuries after 
Christ, buried with some breast-plates and swords in a dried-up 
well. These, however, were dug up a few generations before 
the time’of Mohammed; and one of them was placed in the 
treasury of: Hobal, [the idol worshipped at Mecca before Ma~. 


1” The Simeonites, as we suppose, in common with Prof. Dozy and Dr. OoRT, 
emigrated to Arabia about the beginning of David's reign, and carried to Mecca the 
worship of ‘the Baal’ of Sytia. But the mysterious name of this Deity, from which, 
as we suppose, the name ‘JHVH?’ originated, appears to have been chiefly in use at 
Byblus, &c., among the tribes of the north of Canaan (see P.V.App.I1I.10,11,&e.) ; 
and the name ‘Jehovah’ had only been recently introduced into the religious 
history of Israel, when the Simeonites left their abodes in the extreme south of the 
land, and certainly, to judge from the Psalms, had not yet become familiar, In 
fact, in that age, David could still call his son Baalyadah. It is possible, therefore, 
that the Simeonites may not have carried with them the name JHVH at all. At 
any rate, no tiace of the name is found at Mecca: which fact (so far as it goes) is 
an additional argument against the Divine origin of the name as described in the 
Pentateuch, and against Ewaxrv’s view of its having been introduced in the Mosaic 
age; since in either case the Simeonites must have known and used it: see note”, 
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_ hommed’s time, of which more presently, ] the other used to-adorn 
the door of the Temple. Prof. Dozy, p.41,43,101,102, thinks thaf, 
these were not gazeiles, but he-goats, and finds in them images 
of: JHVH, because it is said of Jeroboam, 2Ch.xi.15, that he 


‘appointed priests of the high-places and of the he-goats (n> 'yy), and of the 
steers * no which he had made, — g 


and because also in L.xvii.7 it is forbidden to sacrifice to the 
5 he-goats.’ From these passages it is inferred that JHVH was 
worshipped under the form of a he-goat, as well as under that 
of asteer. Both images are of Egyptian origin: in fact, the 
formula used of the steer, 1K.xii.28,comp.E.xxxii.4,Neh.ix.18,f,— ` 

‘This is thy God, O Isracl, who brought thee out of the land of Egypt’— 


shows that this worship already existed in the wilderness.” 
The steer is the Egyptiin Apis. l 


no Jt would rathor seem that Jerobonm’s calves were not steers, but heifers. 
The LXX distinctly implies’ this in J K-.xii.28,29,32, as also in 2K.x.29, xvii.16, 
Hos.x.5, (where reference ig made to them, ) since it speaks of ġ dduaats, af Sandra ; 
and so too in Tob.i.6 we have Jeroboam’s calf referred to as h Baar 7 Sduaas. In 
2Ch.xi.15, xiii.8, it is true, the LXX speaks of them as of udoxor, and so it refers to 
one of them as 6 uós xos in Hos.viii.6,6, xiii.2, as well as in the story of Aaron’s calf, 
E.xxxii.4,8, 19,20, 24,36, and in D.ix.16,21,Neh.ix.18,Ps.cvi(ev).19, where Aaron’s calf 
is also spoken of. In all cases the Hebrew text has boy, DbY, not nbxy,—except 
in Hos.x.5, where we have moy, ‘heifers’: but this last seems’ to be decisive; 
since by and pécxos, ‘calf,’ might be used to include ‘heifer, but niby audies, 
‘heifers,’ could not be employed for ‘steers,’ : E 

I conclude, therefore, that Jeroboam’s calf—and probably Aaron’s also—was 8 
«heifer, not a ‘steer’; but I retain, of course, Dr. Oort’s word in the Text. 

m According to our view, the uso of these words certainly does not show that 

* This is usually translated ‘calves,’ and Prof. Dozy adopts this, p.41, espe- 
cially because the' Egyptian Apis is called a calf (uéaxos), This seems to me to 
be nothing to the purpose. However, the Hebrew bay denotes, not a calf, but a 
young bullock, Yn all cases an nby [or bay, Jer.xxxi.18,] is used for ploughing 
and threshing, Ju.xiv.18, Hos.x.1 1, (D.xxi.3,] which work is not done with calves. 

. See J. G, Mürren in Here. Real Enc.vii.214,215.—Oorr. [Sce also note !™.] 

t In the first two of these passages tho verb is: used in the plural, so that it 
seems to be used of ‘Gods,’ as if to avoid giving offence.—Oorr. [But seo G.xx.13, 
xxxi.63, D.iv.7, 2S.vii.23, 1K.xix.2,xx.10, where a plural verb or adjective is used 
with Elohim. GEIGER, Urschrift, p.283-288, regards all these plurals as corrections 
by later Scribes, made for religions reasons.—Ed.]} 
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108. Let us see what this amounts to. No appeal can be 
made in proof of this to 2Ch.xi.15. In the first place, the 
writer here does not at all explain what he understands by 
Dy YY, ‘he-goats’ [E.V. ‘devils.”] The connection of them with 
high-places and images of steers does not throw much light upon 
the matter. That he intends by them something made, does 
not follow from his words; since the addition, ‘which he had 
made,’ refers, perhaps, only to the steers. But in any case he 
understands by them a worship to which priests belonged. _ 

109. What he thought of it, however, is not of much conse- 
quence for us, since in his time (77) very little indeed was 
understood of the old state of things. His account also is 
‘very far from being accurate; for he represents the matter as if 
in the northern kingdom ‘high-places, and oy and steers’ 
were honoured, while in Judah no such abominations were to 
be found; and in so doing he very much forgets himself. 
Further, he opposes to these ‘ high-places, Dyry, and steers,’ 
the worship of JHVH, as if everything besides this last was 
‘idolatry.'2 

110, Thus the only passage, which can give us any informa- 


the heifer-worship existed already in the wilderness. But it does seem to show 
distinctly that the ‘heifer’—the symbol of ‘the Baal,’ 7 Bdaa 4 Sduaars, Tob.i.56— 
was intended to represent JHVH, who for, at least, a century and a half—from 
Samuel’s days to those of Jeroboam—was popularly said to have ‘brought them 
forth out of the land of Egypt.’ And so observes Kem on 1K.xii.26-29, (KEIL 
and Berrueav, Eng. Ed. i.p.219)—‘ From this verbal reference to that fact [Aaron’s 
calf in the wilderness] it appears that the worship of the calves was no proper 
idolatry, from which also it is always distinguished in these Books, as in the 
Prophets Hosea and Amos; but it would seem that under the symbol of the 
calves Jehovah [? JHVH] was worshipped.’ 

2 Rather, he opposes to them the worship of Jexovaxz, which was existing fully 
‘developed in the Chronicler’s day. Dr. Oorr means to say, of course, that the 
heifer-worship and the worship on high-places was not opposed to the worship of 
JHVH in Jeroboam’s days,—was, in fact, identical with it. And this is true. But 
even a Prophet of that time would have regarded such worship as opposed to 
Jrnovan-worship, and therefore idolatrous: and the Chronicler, who had only 
Jenovan-worship before his eyes, (JIVH-worship having long ago disappeared; 
would, of course, speak of it us rank idolatry. 
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tion as to the existence of images of JHVH in the form of a 
he-goat, is L.xvii.7. But, whoever reads this passage in cono 
nection with the context before and after, will see that it will 
be very difficult indeed to discover this here. In this passage, 
indeed, it is prescribed that, whoever would slay an animal, 
must do it before the Sanctuary,— 

‘to the end that they may bring their sacrifices, which they bring upon the face of 
the’ field, to JHVH, and no more to the ayy, after which they have gone a 
whoring.’ 

But it is plain that here. nothing is said about images of 
JHVH: for the worship, to which the legislator objects, is em- 
phatically distinguished from the worship of JHVH.* 

111. Besides, supposing even that Prof. Dozy’s explanation 
were true, what would the expression ‘upon the face of the 
field’ denote? We do not know what was the practice of the 
Israelites in slaughtering an animal. But the language makes 
it probable that mention is here made of a worshipping of 
field-spirits or wood-spirits, Satyrs, to whom a libation of blood 
or something of that kind was brought. 

112. The same word, YY¥, may also have this meaning of 
‘field-spirit, Satyr,’ in Is.xiii.21,xxxiv.14, where it is said of 
creatures thus designated, that they hop round in old ruing, in 
company ‘with ostriches and other animals, and cry one to 
another.f Whenever “yọ is used for a ‘he-goat, it is always 
coupled with 03y, G.xxxvii.31, L.iv.23,xvi.8, N.vii.87; and so, 
too, a she-goat is called oyy nyyy, L.iv.28,v.6. This addition 
is only wanting in cases where the full expression precedes, 
and where misunderstanding -is impossible, as in L.iv.24,xvi 


* In later times an unlawful JHVH-worship was called idolatry: but L.xvii is 
an old pre-Deuteronomistie Law, referred to in D.xii.15,21.—Oorr. [I do not believe 
that L.xvii is much older than Deuteronomy. But I hold that in all ages, from the 
time of Samuel downwards, the more enlightened Prophets regarded as idolatrous 
all that was not agreeable (in their view) with the worship of Jenovan.—Ed.] 

t See with regard to such kinds of superstition among the later Jews Ges. 
in Is, p.464.465,915-919. —Oorr. 
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(passin). The formula cannot be translated into our tongue: 
the word (geiten-bok) < he-goat of the goats,’ contains, of course, 
a strange pleonasm. . But the Israelites evidently knew of other 
oy, besides those belonging to flocks. In the above-quoted 
passages of Isaiah the Greek translators found already demons 
(Saova), and in L.xvii they write pdrata [* absurdities’). 
The usual Hebrew word for he-goat is amy. l 

113. There is, consequently, not a single evidence to be pro- 
duced for the view that JHVH was worshipped in Israel under 
the form of a he-goat. Amd thug there is also no reason for 
seeing ‘images of JHVH?’ in the two animals of. the Meccan 
Temple,—which, moreover, the Arabians regard, not as he-goats, 
but as gazelles. There is, again, something very strange ‘in the 
circumstance that there should have .been two copies of the’ 
animal. Lastly, since tradition does not speak of them as 
images of deities, but- places them ‘in the same category with 
breast-plates and swords, we may quietly consider them as set 
aside. 


114, Here we might rest satisfied, and, leaving the gold 
gazelles to their fate, might go on at once to speak about Hobal. 
But Prof. Dozy, on the occasion of discussing the he-goats, 
has treated also the question of the steer-worship, and declared 
it to be of Egyptian origin. I may be allowed to bring forward 
one or two considerations bearing on this point. 

115. What real ground is there for the constantly repeated 
asseveration, that the worship of JHVH, under the form of a 
steer, was of Egyptian origin? We do not know whether 
in very ancient times such a relationship existed between the 
Israelites and Egyptians, that they formed one people, and 
thus worshipped the same Deities. But the only reminiscence 
of Israel, which we can call historical, is this, that the people 
was enslaved in’ Egypt and miserable. See this described in 
vivid colours by Ezekiel, xvi.4-6. The Egyptian tradition, 


THE RELIGION OF THE EXPATRIATED SIMEONITES. 69 


‘which connects Israel with leprosy, agrees with this. Israel is 
never spoken of as an Egyptian tribe: E 

116. Now, I conceive that an oppressed people will never 
adopt the religion of its oppressors, unless it becomes absorbed 
in them and loses its nationality, as was the case with the 
Nethinim in Israel. Israel did not become Egyptian: instead 
of this, it cut itself loose from Egypt: whatever was indigenous 
chere, must in consequence have .been’ hateful in Israel. At 
the same time, we do not wish to deny that some religious 
usages of Egypt might—by means either of Egyptians who 
became proselytes, and so became Israelites, or of Hebrews, who 
stood on a friendly footing with Egyptians,—have slipped into 
‘the worship of Israel. But this can only have happened with 
petty details, confined within narrow limits. A religion, which 
the Israelites knew to be Egyptian, could hardly have become 
national in Israel.* 

117. If for a moment we assume that the account in E.xxxii, 
according to which JHVH was worshipped even in the wilder- 
ness under the form of.a steer, is historical—(a point which is 
exceedingly doubtful)—still it is not allowable to see in this 
an Apis-worship or an imitation of it. What, truly, would have 
been the meaning of that exclamation,— 


‘Behold thy God, O Israel, who brought thee out of Egypt!’ 


if that God had been Apis? Had, then, the God of the Egyp- 
tians rescued them out of the hand of his ‘own worshippers? 
To this it may be added' that Apis was a living steer.'"8 

118. It is difficult to prove that the word Abbir (3x) ‘the 


ns Dr, Oorts argument here seems decisive. Clearly, this account of Aaron’s 
calf—or heifer—was written (of course, long after the Mosaic time) with referenco 
to the heiferswoiship in Israel, which they had learned from the tribes of Canaan. 
. * When Ezekiel declares, xx.7,8, that Trd was „polluted with the Tayptian 
(bib; 3) idols, he probably did not follow in this an historical tradition, but merely 
assumed this, according to the principle cujus regio ęjus religio. See 1S.xxvi.19, 
R.i.15, ii.12, D.iv.28.—Oonrr. 
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strong one,’ is no other than the Egyptian Api (=Apis), [as 
Prof. Dozy supposes.) Israel could not have adopted this word 
directly and consciously; without recognising itself as an 
Egyptian tribe and worshipping the Egyptian Deity: but in 
that case it would, have worshipped the living steer. Did it 
slip into the Hebrew tongue unconsciously? That is not at all 
probable: for first the final r is wanting in the Egyptian, and 
then the vowels correspond exactly, whereas in other cases these 
are generally modified, when a word passes from one language 
to another. 

119. The root of the word 38 seems to have been lost. 
But in one of the oldest records'!4 in the Hebrew tongue which 
we possess, the Song of Deborah, Y38 is used already in the 
sense of ‘hero,’ Ju.v.22. When, therefore, Jeremiah some 
centuries afterwards, says to the Egyptians, ‘ Thy 138,’ [E.V. 
‘thy mighty-ones,’ but note the keri, and the singular verbs, ] 
this signifies merely ‘ Thy Mighty-one,’—probably, with an 
allusion to Apis, which indeed the LXX finds in it, xlvi(xxvi).15, 
[Arari &puyev ard ood ó “Arts. ] 

120. The steer-worship in Israel can hardly have been of 
Egyptian origin; and it makes nothing to the purpose whether 
Jeroboam came out of Egypt at the time when he intro- 
duced it, or not (Txentus, Buch der Kon. p.183). No prince 
could introduce a religion among his people with good effect,’ 
unless there existed previously among the people an inclination 
for it: sucha novelty could not be forced upon them, says 
Prof. Dozy, p.83, very justly. 

121. The representation of JHVH in the form of a steer 
may very well have been a purely Israelitish symbol.!5 The 
steer is among & bucolic people a proper image of might and 

14 ‘One of the oldest records’—though probably of the age of David, not of 
Deborah: see note 3? and App.IIL 

ns It may have been—but I see no reason whatever for concluding that it 


actually was—an Israelitish symbol. It may just as well have been a Canaanitish 
symbol, and been adopted by the Hebrews with the worship of the tribes around them. 
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majesty; hence a prince is called the steer of his people, 
D.xxxiii.17,* [comp. Ps.Ixviii.30.] Perhaps, we may comparo 
the form of Moloch with a steer’s head, or Melkarth, and 
Astarte riding on a steer, the myth of Europa and the steer, 
that of the Minotaur, &c. But it would be folly to maintain 
withal that Israel derived this symbol from Pheenicia or else- 
where.!!? On religious ground Israel had originality enough to 
think out this for itself. How little progress an anti-national 
religion made in Israel, Ahab found with his Baal-worship.!!® 


122. Thus in the gold gazelles we find no signs of JHVH- 
worship at Mecca. Are there also plain evidences that another 
Deity was worshipped? Prof. Dozy attempts to show that the 
Simeonites brought with them a Saturn-worship; and he 
dwells upon the fact that Mahommedans, living in the twelfth 


ue Tt may not be easy to show why u heifer, as we suppose, rather than a steer, 
as Dr. Oort thinks, was chosen as a symbol of the Baal. But, of neat cattle, 
according to the Arabians, Dozy p.88, the female is superior; of small cattle 
the male; and so in the Bible, the ‘heifer’ is taken as an example of vigorous 
strength, Jer.xlvi.20,xlviii.34,1.11, Hos.x.11, quite as often as the ‘steer,’ 
Jer.xxxi.18, xlvi.21, Mal.iv.2, and, in fact, (107*), the heifer is almost always 
spoken of as ‘used for ploughing or threshing.’ May this be one reason why 
the ‘heifer’ was specially chosen as a symbol of the Sun, from its connection with 
the labours of the field, upon which the blessing of that Deity was especially 
sought? In D.xxxiii.17, to which Dr. Oorr refers, quite a different formula is used 
—‘the first-born of his ox.’ £ 

n? I would not ‘maintain’ this: but it seems to me highly probable that the 
Israelites, together with the worship of the Sun-Deity, borrowed also the symbol 
of the heifer from the Syro-Phænicisn tribes. The examples which Dr. Oort bas 
produced, especially that of the ‘Tyrian Baal,’ Melkarth, a figure of a.man with 
the head of a steer [? heifer], tend to confirm this. 

118 The state of Israel at its first entrance into Canaan, when, as we suppose, it 
adopted the religion of the tribes of the land, as we are told it did, Ju.ii.12,13,17, 
&e., was totally different from its advanced condition at the time when Ahab 
attempted to substitute the worship of the Tyrian Baal for thet of JHVH, the 
Syrian Baal; for this latter had been now practised for centuries among them, and 
had long been recognised as the national form of religion. . 


* Princes are compared elsewhere to ‘he-goats, Is.xiv.9. A representation of 
JHVH under the form of a he-gout is, therefore, not in itself inconceivable, But 
there is no proof that this symbol was ever employed.—Oorr. 
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‘century after Christ, knew very well that the Meccan territory 
twas dedicated to Saturn, p.85. 

123. I willingly allow that they followed in this a true 
tradition, and that the orthodox adherents of Mahommed were ` 
much in the wrong to be offended with this. The fact, that 
Saturn or Kronos was worshipped in Arabia, is established 
by a much older witness, viz. Nonnus (IV Cent.), who says of 
Hercules: (Dionys. x1.369, &c., quoted by Mov. ivp.182,183),— 

He is named on the Euphrates Belus, in Lybia Ammon, Apis on the Nile,. the 
Kronos of Arabia, the Assyrian Zeus. 
Thus, i in the fourth century after Christ, a Saturn-worship was 
spread in Arabia. 

124. That Hobal represented this Deity is very probable. It 
was a figure of an old man;" and Saturn was also imagined 
elsewhere under this. form. Mov.i.p.287,288. But what does 
this prove for the worship of the first Israelitish colonists ? 
Absolutely nothing. If it could be shown that the image of 
Hobal was as old as this, and that it was always regarded as an 
image of Saturn, then the matter would have been raised 
beyond doubt. But the contrary may be demonstrated from 
the writings of Prof. Dozy himself. 

125. The Arabians, indeed, themselves say that their Hobal 
had come from elsewhere, and that the prince Hamr-Ibn-Lokhei 
brought it from Mesopotamia or Moab to Mecca. Prof. Dozy 
rejects these accounts because they conflict with each other, 
and because no people will allow such a novelty to be forced 
upon them. But who tells us that the inhabitants of this 


u9 This figure of the ‘old man’ may, perhaps, have been substituted, in course 
of time,for the original image of the Simeonites (? a Heifer), long, perhaps, decayed 
by time or destroyed by violence. But ‘the Baal’ was probably represented in Israel 
by a human figure, as well as under the form of a heifer: comp. Ez.xvi.17,—* Thou 
didst take also thy fair jewels of my gold and of my silver, which I had given thee, 
and madest tò thyself images of man, and didst commit whoredom with them, and 
tookest thy broidered garments and covyeredst them; and thou didst set mine oil 
and mine incense before them.’ 
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district adopted this chief Deity merely upon the authority of 
their prince? Connected by commercial transactions with Syria, 
or Mesopotamia, thé Arabian tribes about Mecca, if they did 
‘not themselves’ possess a definite religion, might at any time 
have adopted Deities and forms of worship from one of these 
regions. There were 360 idols in the Temple of Mecca; so that 
novelties were introduced to superfluity.!”° 

126. The fact, which Prof. Dozy mentions, p.203, viz. that 
thé descendants of the ‘Gorhum’—[ie. the second set of 
Israelitish emigrants (1), who settled at Mecca.during the 
Babylonish Captivity,} — were driven from the holy soil, 
because they resisted the introduction of novelties, shows 
us that the Chozaha did not leave altogether unchanged the 
religion which they found at Mecca.!?!_ Mahommed, who had 
the image destroyed. without hesitation, as soon as he became - 
master.of Mecca, seems therefore not to have regarded it as a 
part of the primitive religion which he desired to restore,122 

127. But there is a stronger proof that the image of Hobal 
dates from a considerably later time. When, for instance, the 


12 But these were not the ‘chief Deity’ at Mecca. Admitting, as Dr. Oorr 
does, that the Simeonites did found the Sanctuary at Mecca, did they leave behind 
no definite religion? It is easy to account for the introduction of numerous idols 
—though 360 is probably au exaggeration—when the Simeonite traditions about 
‘the Baal’ had long passed away, or become very faints But the ‘chief Deity’ 
would surely not be likely to have been introduced in this way. 

The tradition, therefore, that Hobal came from Mesopotamia or Mogb, seems to 
point rather to the Israelitish origin, supposed by Prof. Dozy. And even if the 
¿mage ‘Hobal’ was of more recent origin, yet the name =hab-Baal, ‘ the Baal’ may 
have been handed down from ancient times as the name of the Great Deity: and 
this, in fact, Dr. Oort allows to be conceivable (128) and probable (132,133). 

121 But they found a religion of some kind at Mecca; and there is no reason to 
suppose that they abolished it altogether, and introduced their ‘novelties’ in such 
a way, as to get rid of the very name of the chief Deity who had been hitherto 
worshipped there. 

122 This argument seems inconclusive. In thé same way we might maintain 
that the primitive religion of Israel contained no idolatries, because the Prophets 
assume this. Mahommed had learned to abhor all images, and therefore he de- 
stroyed Hobal. 
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Chozaha expelled the Jewish settlers, in Mecca, these latter 
«buried the two golden gazelles and breastplates. But why 
did they not bury. also the image of Hobal, if it already 
existed ? That was, of course, the most sacred thing of all.: 
When the treasures were again dug up, the image was in the 
Temple; for lots were cast for them in front of it. Hence it 
was probably placed there in the interval of time between the 
burying of these sacred objects, and their being dug up again.!%3 
128. But, even if the image was of a later age, the ‘ well’ 
itself at Mecca may have dated from the days of the Simeonites, 
and the ancient name Hobal may have been merely applied to 
the image in later days. Does this name denote ‘the Baal’? 
Much may be brought against this conjecture, however simple 
it seems. That ‘ Baal’ is abridged into ‘ Bal,’ presents no diffi- 
culty. But the vowel o is not so easy to be explained. Prof. 
Dozy shows that @ can be interchanged with o: but that is not 
the only question here. Baal with the article forms not habaal 
but hab-baal; and it is strange that the double b does not 
appear. ??* 

129. The greatest difficulty, however, lies precisely in the 
use of the article itself. That the Israelites, among whom we 
find the worship of many ‘ Baalim,’ named the Tyrian: Baal 
par excellence ‘the Baal,’ is self-evident, It is natural also that 


1233 But much, surely, would depend upon the size of Hobal, upon its form and 
construction, upon the material of which it was composed. The golden gazelles 
and the (probably gilt) breastplates and swords, were, no doubt, valuable articles, 
and they were small and handy, so as to be easily buried. But, if Hoba] was 
merely a heavy figure of agate-stone, in the form of a man, Dozy, 7.82, 
with no gold ornamentation or artistic skill bestowed upon it, they may not 
have cared, or may not have been able, te bury it. The very fact, that they buried 
such easily portable articles as the swords and breastplates, shows that they did 
this in haste, or under difficulties. A stone image might be easily repluced: not 
efgolden gazelles. 

4 Dr. Oorr says himself (118) that ‘vowels are usually modified when a 
word passes from one language to another.’ Why, then, if the Simeonites said hab- 
Baal or hab-Bal, may not the tribes about Mecca have said hob-Bal or even (with 
one b) Hobal ? 
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‘to burn incense to the Baal’ became a general designation for 
all idolatrous and unlawful worship.: But, supposing that? 
there ever was in aricient times a wotshipping of a Deity ‘Baal,’ 
certainly his worshippers did not name him with the article; 
for this is not used before Proper Names,!26 

130. Appeal may be made to the generality of meaning of 
the word ‘ Baal,’ viz. ‘Lord.’ But Adonis denotes the same; 
and yet this divine name has passed over to the Greeks, not in 
the form ha-Adon, ‘the Lord,’ but as a Proper Name without 
the article.'27_ Whoever finds with me in ‘ Baal’ nothing but a 
general designation of the Deity, may maintain that the article 
should be placed before it, whenever there is no closer defini- 
tion of it, as ‘of the well,’ ‘of Judah,’ &c. But the name which 
the territory of the Simeonites in Arabia bore anciently, 
< Gedor-Baal,’ that of their town in Canaan, ‘ Baal,’ and that of 
‘ Kirjath-Baal,’—all without closer definition, and yet without an 
article—show that in the name ‘ Hobal’ also we must not look 
for any article.!?8 

123 But see note '*, in opposition to this view. 

ne Quite true: Baal was not a Proper Name: and our translation is faulty 
in not having everywhere ‘the Baal’ for ‘Baal.’ In like manner ‘Lady’ or 
‘Virgin’ cannot be used for ‘Mary’: it must be always ‘our Ludy, ‘the (our) 
Lady of, &c.,’ ‘the Virgin,’ — (see the Lectionary of the Church of England, under 
the ‘Lessons Proper for Holy Days, where we have still retained a remnant or 
‘rag’ of Romanism, viz. Annunciation of our Lady’) And so it was always ‘tho 
Baal’ =the Lord, ‘ our (their) Baal,’ ‘the Baal of, &c. On our view, therefore, this 
supposed objection becomes a strong argument in favour of Prof. Dozy’s view that 
Hobal really means ‘the Baal? It is certain that the Israelites did worship some 
Baal défore the Tyrian Baal was introduced among them, as appears from the 
names ‘ Eshbaal,’ &c. And what Baal would this have been but ‘the Lord,’ the 
Sun, Adonis, JHVH, the ‘God of the land’? 

12! The Greeks may, perhaps, have, taken over, in ‘Adonis,’ the form 194%; 
Adoni, ‘my Lord,’ not PW, ha-Adon, ‘the Lord.’ But, in fact, the LXX have used 
‘Baal’ without the article, in 1K.xviii21, 2Ch.xxiii.17,17, We are speaking 
here, however, of the people about Mecca,—not of the Greeks. If civilised men 
dropped the article in adopting the name ha-Adon, that is no reason why rude 
barbarians should have been so discriminating. If the Simeonites spoke to them 
of habbal, what wonder is it if they regarded it as the Proper Name of the Deity, 
and called it Hobal? 

128 How do they show this? Why should not the image of ‘the Baal’ have 
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_ 131. There is not the least reason for stopping to consider 
«why the religion of the expatriated Simeonites should not have 
been JHVH-worship.'” The names of several of their leaders 
compounded with the name. J HVH, 1Ch.iv.34-37, point to this, 
as Prof. Dozy also has remarked, p.100.’° This is further 
supported by the fact of their giving to their new abode the 
name ‘Shiloh,’ p.97, inasmuch as in the place of that name in 
Canaan stood the great Sanctuary of JHVH, to which frequent 
pilgrimages were made. 


132. Can any other evidence be produced for this? An idea 
has occurred to me, which I entertain with great hesitation, 
because I feel on how weak a foundation it rests. It is this. 
The name ‘ Hobal’ is probably very old. Certainly, until the 
middle of the fifth century after Christ descendants of Israel- 
ites were guardians of the Meccan sanctuary, p.204,205. The 
Chozaha,, who had possession of the supreme power, had made 
many innovations there in the worship, p.203, to the great 
disgust of the zealous Gorhum. Among other things, as said 
above, they had introduced the image of, Hobal[?] and others. 
But it is not probable that if the name of the chief Deity was 
changed, Jews would either be ‘still found willing to undertake 
the office or be endured as guardians. 

133. Thus the name Hobal [that is, as Dr. Oort here 
supposes, the name of the chief Deity himself, previously and 
still worshipped at Mecca,—not of the image, which he supposes 
been called Hobal = ‘the Baal,’ though the Israelites might speak of ‘Gedor- 
Baal,’ ‘Kirjath-Baal,’ &c., just as now we speak of Kings-Town, Queen-Street, 
Lady-Day, &c.? 

13 This is true.in the sense of their worshipping JHVH as ‘the Baal’ of Canaan ; 
and they may have known his mysterious‘ name, JHVH, end, of course, they did 
know it, if the names of their leaders, 1Ch.iv.34-37, are genuine, many of them 
being compounded with JHVH; and that such names might exist in that age 
we know from those of the sons of Samuel, Saul, and David, some of which are 
Jehovistic. But, if they did, they have left behind no other trace of their having 
known it. 


They migrated early in David’s reign? and nearly a century before this time 
Samuel had called his sons by names compounded with JHVH, 1S.viii.2. 


cA 
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to have been made afterwards, and merely called by his ‘nanie,]! 

will have been no longer understood. Is it possible ghat the. 
name JHVH may lie hid in it? We.no longer know ‘with 

certainty how this name was pronounced. But in- Proper 

Names we have constantly 1, Jaku, eg. in Jeremjahu 
=Jeremiah, &c: and I see no reason why that should be an ` 
abbreviation. From Jahu is to be explained the form of. the 

-name at, the beginning of Proper Names, Jeho or Jo, as in 

Jehoshua, Joel. Also, if we write the name JHVH, as is. now 

generally doney as the imperfect of. mn, viz. Jahveh, we shall 

have the sound Jahwe or Jahué, if the vis not pronounced 

sharply. 

~ 134. If this is true, then it is not impossible that the ancient 

name of the Meccan deity was at full length Jahué, Baal of 

Ishmael, oy something of that kind—perhaps, Jahué, Baal of 

the’ Well; but this last I would not contend for, because it is 

uncertain whether, under the title ‘Baal of the Well’ and 

similar names, JHVH himself was worshipped anciently in 

Israel, or rather, perhaps, a subordinate Deity.* It isa common 

occurrence that in course of time the Ja or Je should be 

dropped,—e.g. Khizkiyyah (Hezekiah)= = Jekhizkiyyah—[and so 

there would arise hué-baal= = Hobal. sty 


135. Meanwhile, whether the above conjecture be accepted 
or not, it does not decide the main question. In any case 
JHVH? was the God of the Simeonites; and there is no evi- 


191 It appears to me that this derivation, however ingenious, ig far more 
improbable than that supposed by Prof. Dozy. But Dr. Oorr allows that ‘ Baal’ 
is part of the word. Then, surely, ‘hab-Baal’ must have been the whole of it 

18? Rather, ‘in any case the Baal of Syria,—whos¢- mysterious name, whether 
known to them, or not, or, rather, whether used by them familiarly, or not, at the 
time of their expatriation, was JHVH,—was the God of the Simeonites.’ 


* Jf in ‘Gedor-Baal’ JHVH himself was worshipped, does not this support 
the view, which I have advanced with hesitation in § 2, that originally JHVH, and 
no subordinate Deity, was worshipped in the Sanctuaries, ‘Baal of Judah,’ &c. ? 
Oorr. (Certainly: but whether everywhere and in ‘all ages the Syrian Baal was 
worshipped in Isracl under the name JHVH, is not so certain : see note '*,-Ea.} 

+ 


a 
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` dence to show that they worshipped, him under any one visible 


«form Olgpnother. We have not learned anything new from the 

Meccan Sanctuary as to the relation between JHVH and the 
Baalim.'*? In this matter, even after Prof. Dozy’s admirable 
discovery, the. O.T. remains still our only help. Is anything 
more to be expected from Mecca, having reference, in this or 
in any other respect, to the ancient religion of Israel ? - 

136. We know now that the pre-Islamite religion of the 
Arabians was partly derived from Israel., The decyphering of 
the great Festival of Islam,—‘ a tableau vivant of the Feast on 
the Gilgal, (as my friend Dr. pz Gorse names it, in his notice 
of Prof. Dozy’s work, Gids for May; 1864, p.297-312,)—and 
many other particulars, give us good hope that the cultivators 
of Arabian Literature will, with further study, bring us much 
more light upon the subject. And certainly I can reckon upon 
the assent of all who are interested in the study of the antiqui- 
ties of Israel, when I conclude with the assurance that we shall 
be grateful to Prof. Dozy, as well as to all his fellow-students 
in the same department of Science, if out of Mecca they shall be 
able to dissipate somewhat of the. obscurity, in which the ancient 
condition of Israel is still to a great extent hidden. 


133 Jf the name JHVH was known to the Simeonites (!), as the names in 
1Ch.iy.34-37, if genuine; would imply,—and ¿f the name of the Chief Deity at 
Mecca was anciently ('*), in the Simeonitish time, Hosal,—and ¿f this name means 
really, as we suppose, 4ab-Baal,—then we have learned from the Meccan Temple 
this fact, that JHVH was most probably regarded popularly by the Jews of David's 
time as identical with ‘the Baal.’ This is no mew fact, it is true; for it is also 
indicated, as we have seen, in the Bible. And it throws no more light on ‘the 
relation of JHVH to the Baalim’: but it leaves them still, as we have found them 
to be, in all probability, bay representatives of ‘the Baal’ at different localities in 
Israel, 
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APPENDIX I. 
ANALYSIS OF E,.XX.1-17. 


(i) v.2, the phrase, ‘ brought thee out of the land of Egypt,’ occurs identically 
in D.v.6,vi.12,viii.14,xiii.10(11), and nowhere else in the Bible; though other 
varieties of this formula, e.g. ‘brought you, them, us, Israel, &c. out of Egypt,’ 
occur repeatedly in Deuteronomy and elsewhere: see (P.V.Anal.79.ix). 

(ii) v.2, ‘house of servants,’ D.y.6,vi.12,vii.8, viii.14,xifi.5(6),10(11),-nowhere 
else in the Bible, excopt Jer.xxxiv.13, 

(iii) v.3, ‘other gods,’ D.v.7,¥i.14, vii.4, viii. 19,xi.16,28,xiii.2,6, 13, xvii.3,xyiii.20, 
xxviii. 14,36,64,xxix.26,xxx.17,xxxi.18,20, and also E.xsiii.13,* xxxiv.14,* i 
© (iv) v4, 2p? pesel, ‘praven-image,’ D.iv.16,23,26, v.8, xxvii.16, and also 
L.xxvi.1,*—howhere else in the Pontateuch. 

(v) v.4, POR, témunah, ‘ likeness,’ D.iv.12,16, 16,23,25,v.8, and also N.xii. 8 

(vi) v.6, ‘bow down and serve,’ D.iv.19,v.9,viii.19,xi.16,xvii.3,xxix.26(25) 
xx%.17, and also E.xxiii.24,*—nowhere else in the Pentateuch. 

(vii) v.5, N9P, kanna, ‘jealous,’ D.iv.24,v.9,vi.15, and also E.xxxiv.14,* comp. 
D.xxix.20(19),xxxii.16,21. 

(viii) v.5, ‘ visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children, unto the third 
and fourth generation,’ as in E.xxxiv.7.* 

(ix) v.6, ‘doing mercy to thousands,’ comp, E.xxxiv.7,* ‘keeping mercy to thou- 
sands.’ 

(x) v.6, ‘keep my commandments,’ D.iv.2,40, v.10,29, vi.2,17, vii.9,11, viii.2,6,11, 
x.13, xi.1,8,22, xiii.4,18, xix.9, xxvi.17,18, xxvii.l, xxvili.9,46, xxx.10,16, G.xxvi.d, 
(P.V.Anal.164), and also E.xvi.28, L.xxii.31, xxvi.3.# 

(xi) v.7, mpy ND, lo yénakkeh, ‘ will not clear,’ D.v.11, and also E.xxxiv.7,* 
N.xiv.18,*—nowhere else in the Pentateuch. 

(xii) v.8, “N2}, sechor, ‘remember,’ D.xxiv.9, xxy.17, and also E.xiii.3* ; comp. 
D.ix.7,27, xxxii.7, and also E.xxxii.13. 

(xiii) v.10, ‘thy stranger that is within thy gates,’ D.v.14, xiv.21, xxxi.12 ; comp. 
also ‘the Levite that is within thy gates,’ D.xii.12,18, xiv.27, xvi.11; and note that 
neither of the above formule occurs elsewhere in the Bible: so ‘thy gates’ occurs 





* All these passages I believe to be Deuteronomistic. But I have not space 
here to show this, or to enter into the questions which arise out of this analysis, 
It is sufficient at present to notice that the phrases in question,—if used at all by 
other writers of the Pentateuch,—are clearly most common and familiar with the 
Deuteronomist. ` 

G 
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29 times in Deuteronomy, but nowhere else in the Pentateuch, and only besides in 
very late passages, viz. Ps.cxxii.2, cxlvii.13, Is.liv.12, 1x.11,18, Ez.xxvi.10. 

(xiv) v.12, ‘that thy days may be long in the land,’ D.v.16, comp. ‘that thon 
mayest prolong thy days in the land,’ D.iv.40, v.33,"xxx.18, xxxii.47, comp. also 
D.iv.1, vi.2, viiil, xi.21, xvi.20, xxx.6,16-20, and also E.xxiii.26.* 

(xv) v.12, ‘the ground which Jehovah thy Elohim giveth thee,’ repeated identically 
in D.iv.£0, v.16, xxi.1,23, xxv.15,—nowhere else in the Bible; comp. also the similar 
phrases, ‘the land which Jehovah thy Elohim giveth thee,’ D.iv.21, xv.4.7, xvi.20, 
xvii.14, xviii.9, xix.2,10,14, xxiv.4, xxv.19, xxvi.l,2, xxvii.2,3, xxviii.8,—‘ thy gates 
which Jehovah thy Elohim giveth thee, D.xvi.6,18, xvii.2,—‘the nations whose 
land Jehovah thy Elohim giveth thee,’ D.xix.1,—‘these peoples whom Jehovah 
thy Elohim giveth thee,’ D.vii.16, xx.16,—with other variations, viz. ‘the mountain 
of the Amorites (land, inheritance, cities) which Jehovah (our (your) Elohim, 
the Elohim of your fathers) giveth us (them),’ D.i.20,26, ii.29,iii.20, iv.1, xi.17,31, 
xii.9, xiii.12, Jo.i.11,16 (P.V.5)—zot one of which formule occurs anywhere else 
in the wh8le Bible. 

From the above analysis it seems almost certain that the first edition of the 
Decalogue, in E.xx, is due to the Deuteronomist, as well as the second in D.v. 
Consequently, the repeated use of the phrase ‘Jehovah thy Elohim,’ in E.xx.2,5, 
7,10,12, is only an instance of the Deuteronomistic peculiarity, noticed in P.III.554. 

On the traditionary view, we should have to suppose that Moses having made 
use of the phrases (i), (ii), (xiii), (xv), in the record of the solemn utterance of the 
Ten Commandments, in the third month of the Exodus, never used any one of them 
again in any of his writings until his last address in the fortieth year, and then 
began suddenly to use each one of them freely. The same remark applies also to 
(iii), (vi), (xiv), whether, or not, we take into account the fact that E.xxiii.20-33, 
xxxiii.12-xxxiv.28, appear to be Denteronomistic interpolations; since these pss- 
sages belong to the same period in the story as the utterance of. the Ten Com- 
mandments. ' 
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THE DEUTERONOMISTIO ORIGIN OF N.X.33—36. 


In N.x.33 we have the expression ‘ Ark of the Covenant of Jehovah,’ a phrase 
which is used repeatedly by the Deuteronomist, x.8,xxxi.9,25,26, Jo.iii.3,17,iv.7,18, 
vi.8,viii.33, comp. also ‘Ark of the Covenant,’ Jo.iii.6,6,8,11,14,iv.9, vi.6,—‘ Ark of 
Jehovah, Jo.iii.13,iv.5,11,vi.11,12,vii.6—all, most probably, Deuteronomistic pas- 
sages; and not one of these formule occurs anywhere else in the Pentateuch, 
except the first of them in N.xiv.44. 

But N.xiv.40-45, also, is evidently Deuteronomistic; see D.i.41-43, and comp. 

te - 
* See note, 7.79, 
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especially the expression ‘be smitten before’ those hating you,’ N.xiv.42, with 
similar expressions occurring only (in the Pentateuch) i in D.i.42 xxviii.7,25, and g 
‘Lxxvi.17. 

And L.xxvi, again, is, as wo believe, a Deuteronomistic insertion ; and at all 
events it is pronounced by Kvernen, Eng. Ed. p-207, to be of later origin than 
‘L.xviii-xx, while these three chapters are, according to him, p.71, ‘in their present 
form younger than Solomon,’ and, according to Oort, het Menschenoffer in Israel, 
p-128, ‘transfer us into the very same age as Deuteronomy? 

Thus the formula in question, with its kindred formule, appears to be in every 
instance the special property of the Deuteronomist. 

On the other hand, in the other portions of the Pentateuch we have always ‘ Ark 
of the Testimony,’ E.xxv.22,xxvi.33,34,xxx.6,26,xxxi.7,xxxix.35,x1.3,5,21, N.iv.5, 
vii.89, Jo.iv.16>; comp. also ‘Tabernacle of the Testimony,’ E.xxxviii.21, N.i.50, 
53,58,ix.16,x.11,xvii.7,8,xviii.2, ‘Vail of the Testimony,’ L.xxiv.3,—not one of 
which phrases is used by the Deuteronomist. 

Hence it seems that N.x.33-36 is of Deuteronomistic origin, a conclusion con- 
‘firmed by the fact that in N.x.365 we have the Pihel form pov, ‘ those hating 
thee,” as in D,xcxii.41, xxxiii.11l, nowhere else in the Pentateuch; and in N.x.36 
92? ‘ten thousand,’ as in D.xxxii.30, xxxiii.2,17, and only twice besides in the 
Pentatouch, viz. G.xxiv.60, which we have shown to be (probably) Deuteronomistic 
(P.V.Anal.145), and L.xxvi.8, also, apparently, due to the same writer. 





APPENDIX Il. 
THE LATER ORIGIN OF THE SONG OF DEBORAH, JU.V.1-31. 


The following are the arguments which seem to us decisive against placing the 
date of the origin of this Song in the time of the Judges. 

(i) There are no genuine poems of any length in the Bible,—no elaborate highly- 
finished compositions like this—which date from an earlier age than that of David. 
The poems in Genesis are all due to the Jehovist of David's time, (see note 7); the 
Mosaic origin of the Hymn of Moses, E.xv.1-18, is admitted by Prof. Kusnan to be 
doubtful (see also note 7); the prophecies of Balaam, from the reference to David 
himself and his conquests in N.xxiv.17-19, cannot date from an earlier time than that 
of David; the ‘Song of Moses,’ D.xxxii.1-43, and the ‘ Blessing of Moses,’ D.xxxiii. 
1-29, belong to the still later age of the Deuteronomist. Thus we have nothing 
comparable to the ‘Song of Deborah’ in the Mosaic age, nor any poem besides what- 
ever, that is even ascribed to the time of the Judges—except the ‘Song of Hannah,’ 
18i ii. 1-10, which is manifestly a Psalm of a later time, that has been adapted to her 
case, though very clumsily,—see especially v.10, ‘He shall give strength unto His 
king, and exalt the horn of His anointed,’ which could have had no meaning in her 
days. But, if sucha splendid poem as the ‘Song of Deborah ” was really composed 

‘a2 
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in the very midst of the time of the Judges, and hag been handed down to us in so 
q@eomplete and accurate a form, it would seom very strange'and almost inconceivable- 

that no traces of any other similar composition, by the zamo or some other writer, 
should have been preserved in the traditions of the people. 

(ii) Tho fact that this Song is said to have been sung by Deborah and Barak, 
u.l, militates at once against the notion of its genuineness. For how can we con- 
ecive Barak to have taken any part in singing it? 

(iii) Some expressions of the Song are identical: with those of Ps.Lxviii, as 
shown by the italics below. 


Ju.v. Ps.uxvut. 
v.8, To JHVH I will sing, I will sing-praise to v.4, Sing to Elohim, sing-praise to His Name. 
JHVH. : 
v.4, JHVH, in Thy going forth from Seir, v.1, Elohim, in Thy going-forth, before Thy people, 
In Thy marching from the ficld of Edom, ` In Thy marching ix the wilderness, 
The earth trembled, the heavens also dropped, v.8, The carth trembled, the heavens too dropped, 
The clouds also dropped water. 
v.5, Before FIVH the mountains melted, Before Etohim, 
That Sinai before JHVH, the Llohimof Isracl. That Sinai before Biohim, the Elohim of Isracl. 
v.12, Lead-captive Thy captivity, v.18, Thou leddest-captive captivity. 


It seems certain from the above that oither the Psalmist had before him the Song 
of Deborah, or the writer of the Song had before him the words of the Psalm. 
And, that the latter was most probably the case, is seon from the fact that the 
‘Elohim’ of the Psalm is everywhere changed to ‘JHVH?’ in the Song: for it is 
far more likely that a later writer should change ‘ Elohim’ into JHVH, than that 
the Psalmist should have changed ‘ JHVH,’ the name of the covenant-God of Israel, 
into ‘Elohim’—nay, should have changed ‘JHVH, the Elohim of Israel,’ into 
‘Elohim, the Elohim of Israel.’ 

Besides which, v.7,8, of the Psalm are manifestly part of the context. On the 
other hand, in the Song thore is an appearance of an expansion of the words of the 
Psalm: thus the expressions ‘from Soir, ‘from the field of Edom,’ of tho Song, 
seom. equivalent to the simplo phrase, ‘in the wilderness,’ of the Psilmist, and the 
additional statements, ‘the clouds-also dropped water,’ ‘the mountains melted,’ are 
merely amplifications of the words of the Psalm, and the first of them rathor a 
superfluous tautology. 

"We conclude, therefore, that the Song was written: after the Psalm,-that i Ís, 
after the twelfth yea? of David’s reign, P.V. 213,% 

(iv) The fact that no reproach is thrown on Judah, as on Reuboh, Gilead, Ban, 
and Asher, for not taking part in this war with the Canaanites, may bo explained, 
perhaps, by this circumstance, that the writer lived under David, and under the 
sovereignty of the tribe of Judah. It can. hardly be sufficiently explained by the 
distance of Judah from the scene of conflict, or even from this tribe being closcly 
occupied with the Philistines (P.V.190}; since Reubon was, surely, equally ‘ 
removed, and doubtless bad also its fears from hostile neighbours as well as Judah. 





* Phis agrees, of course, with the view expressed in P.V.App.1I.49-52, as to the 
later origin of the name JHVH, and its gradual introduction-into the religious history 
of Isracl, and tends to support that view, but is itself altogether independent of it. ` 
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Simeon also is not named, either as being almost absorbed in Judah, or as being 
insignificant in numbers in the writer's time: see P.V.App.I. 

(v) The fact that the tribe of Levi is not mentioned, and that not a word is aa 
into the mouth of the Prophetess having reference to the Priesthood, Ark, or Taber- 
nacle, seems to be decisive against the historical truth of the story in the Pentateuch. 
At the time when this Song was written, it is plain, the Levites could not have filled 
any important office in Israel. Hence it was most probably composed at some 
time during the reign of David, before the Temple was built, and the Priesthood 
had gained a more dignified positibn. 

(vi) The language in v.8, ‘ Was there a shield or spear seen among forty thousand 
in Israel?’ seoms.to refer to the early times of Saul and Samuel, 1S.xiii.19-22, of 
which a lively tradition was still retained in the age of David. And the expression 
in v.10, ‘Yo that ride on white asses,’ suits the same time, as asses or mules were 
used by chief persons, 1S.xxv.20, 2S.xvi.2, xvii.23, xix.26, 2S.xiii.29, 1K.i.33,38,44, | 
down to the time of Solomon, when orses seem to have been first, used commonly 
in Israel, 1K.x.26,28,29. 





APPENDIX IV. 
THE COMPOSITE CHARACTER OF THE STORY OF GIDEON, JU.VI-IX. 


(i) In ix Gideon is always called Jerubbaal, v.1,2,5,5,16,19,24,28, 57, of which 
v,24,57, may be by the Compiler; whereas in vi,vii,viii, we have always ‘Gideon,’ 
(eleven times, ) except in vi.32, where the Dame Jeribbaal is derived ; and so in 


eight times), except in vii.1, ‘ Jerubbaal, who is Gideon,’ viii.35, ‘the house of Jerub- 
baal-Gideon,’ and viii.29, where Jerubbaal occurs simply, as in ix,—‘ and Jerubbaal, 
the son of Joash, went and dwelt in his own house.’ It seems likely, therefore, that 
ix, for the most part, and probably also viii.29, are from one author, and vi,vii, viii, 
for the most part, from another, or, at least, from one writing at another time, 

(ii) The above conclusion is confirmed by finding that in ix ‘Elohim’ is always 
used as the Personal Name for the Deity, v.7,9,13,23,56,57, (v.67, perhaps, as before, 
by the Compiler), never ‘ Jehovah’: whereas in vi viivii, ‘Jehovah’ is used forty 
times, and ‘ Elohim,’ as a Personal Name, only in vk36,39,40, vii.14, viii.3, (though 
it occurs also as an appellative, ‘Jehovah, the Elohim of Israel,’ vi.8, ‘Jehovah 
your (thy, their) Elohim,’ vi.10,26, viii.34, ‘angel of Elohim,’ vi.20,) and of these 
five instances two, vii.14, viii.3, occur in a formula, which was almost proverbial 
(see P.V.p.194, note), ‘Elohim gave.’ 

It would seem as if vi.36-40, and perhaps vii.1, introducing Gideon’s surname 
t Jerubbaal? may be part of the same document as ix, and the rest of vi,vii, viii, 
for the most part, may be the product of another hand or of another age. This 
would explain also why Gideon, after the appearance of the angel of Jehovah in 
vi.11-24, still doubts and requires a sign in v.36—40. 


-bå PRR oes APPENDIX. RA 


(ii) 3 Prof. Kirme. shinee ip.210—‘ vi-viii exhibits-26 ‘great’ an wean 
-ith the Jehovistie passages of the Pentateuch, that ‘Samat has been able to-sup* . 


-pose that the Jehovist is the ‘author of ‘these chapters... This inference may go too 
- fav: it is noticeable that the agreement in question is wholly wanting im ix. _ This 


-fact also leads us tò ascribe. tọ that. cliapter a.different. origin from the foregoing.’ 


But és the agreement in ‘question wholly wanting in ix? Comp,ix.2, ‘I am 


your bone and. your flesh,’ with G.xxix.14, ‘Surely thou ‘art my bone and. my 
flesh’ ; and comp: also ix.8, ‘for thep said, He i is our brother,’ 7.18, ‘for ho is your. 


brother, ” with Gxxix, 15,“ for that thou art my ‘brother.’ May not Ju.i ix really be, ` 


"as ‘SräneuN supposes, due to. the. Fehovist, as well as Ju.vi-viji, but huve been 


written at an earlier period than the main portions of the latter- chapters—written, 
for instance, about the time, in the early or middle part of David’s life, in which | 
the second set of Jehoyistic insertions in Genesis (J?) were written (see P.V.287), 
to which G.xxix belongs, and in which he has used ‘Elohim’ very predominantly, 


_ ov written at a yet earlier time, in the reign of Saul, when (J ms was composed, in 


which he has used ‘Elohim,’ as hero, exclusively ? 

But, however this may be, it is plain that the. story of Gideon i is a composite 
account, due either to different authors, or to the same author writing at different 
times: und vi.25-32 belongs apparently to the later set of insertions. If theso, 
in accordance with our conjecture above, were written by the Jehovist at a later 
part of his career, e.g. in the latter part of David’s reign, it is possible that in that 
age he may haye already come to dislike the use of the name ‘Baal,’ inasmuch as 
the worship of the Baal (JHVH) in various parts of the land conflicted greatly with 
the effort to establish a purér worship of Jehovah on Mount Zion. It may be, thore- 
fore, that what did not offend him thirty or forty years before, when ho wrote the 
original story of Jerubbaal,—at a time when Saul, Jonathan, and David, in tho 
presence of Samuel and his followers, could call their sons without compunction by 
the name of the Baal,—was no longer tolerable. Hence, in rewriting a portion of 
the narrative, he may have sought to explain away the meaning of the name 
Jerubbaal, as expressing Gideon’s devotion to the Baal, by making: it arise out of 
an act of his, which wa8 intended to put down the worship of the Baal and 
establish that of Jehoval. 

This would agree with the fact that after David’s time we do not find any of 


the kings of Judah or Israel—even the worst kings—calling their sons by the namie 


of the Baal. It is supported also by the circumstance, mentioned already, as proving 
the dislike of the Prophets of David’s age and afterwards for the namo ‘Baal,’. 
that in no single psalm or prophecy, except Hos.ii.16, is ‘Baal’ used as a synonym 
for Jehovah. Dr. Oorts view of the substitution of ‘Jerubbesheth’ for ‘Jerub- ` 
baal’ in 2S.xi.21, as being intended to suppress the fact of his name having beon 
originally compounded with ‘Baal,’ seems hardly tenable. For how could this un- 
pleasant fact have ‘been concealed, if they wrote (with Dr. Oorr) ‘ Skame-defender’ 
for ‘Baal-defender,’ or rather, as we suppose, ‘Shame-strives’ for ‘Baal-strives’? 
And the same remark applies to the change of Eshbaal, “Meribbaal, and Baal- 
yadah, into Ishbosheth, Mephibosheth, and Elyadah. Clearly, in the case of the 
first two of: these the change was made from a desire to censure, not to conceal, 
the fact in question, which the substituted ‘ Bosheth’ would immediately betray,— 
‘the Bosheth’ being actually used for ‘the Baal’ in Jer.iii.24, xi.13, Hos.ix.10; 
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comp. 4 afoxsvn of the LXX; IKàviii. 19,25, ‘Tehitia Hos.ix. 10, while in Jer. si 
they represent ‘the Bosheth’ of the Heb. Toxt by 4 Bdaa. 

From the ab@ve it might even be supposed that the changes in 1 question might € 
have been madė`as eirly as the time of the Denteronomist. But wo must here 
draw attention to the following pheomenon. i 

In tho LXX version of 2S.v,14-16,we have the names of twenty-four sons of- 
“David, ‘born to him in Jerusalem,’ and among these are "EAidaé = Elyadah, and 
Baadrdd; compounded with Baal. But on examination it -vill be .séen ‘that this: 
list is in ‘reality only a double Vist of nearly tlie same twelve names, some of them 
strangely.corrupted.. The Heb. Text of the same passage has only cleven names ; 
but ‘in 1Ch.xiv.4~7 it has thirteen, which appear also in the LXX;. and the LXX 
list of twenty-four numes in 2S.y.14~16 is formed by the combination of these two 


lifts of eleven and thirtcen, as appears below. 


28.v.14-16.- 1Ch.xiv.4-7. 
Heb. LXX. Heb. LXX 
Shammuah ` Sappods Sapaé Shammuah Zapad 
Shobab “ZwRéB  'Iesopáð Shobab Zwpáß 
Nathan Naédy Naddy Nathan Naédy 
Solomon Sarwpdv Tadrayady Solomon Sarapy 
Tbkhar > EBedp  'Ießadp Ibkhar Badp 
Elishuah "EAtcovd = Oenaods Elishuah = "EA 
í *"BAwpaarar Elpalet ENa ho 
Nayéð Nogah Nayéð 
Nepheg Napéx Napér Nepheg Napáð 
Japhiah *Jegués "lovdday ` Japhiah *lagpué 
Elishamah = Eawwapd Acacapds Elishamah "EXcoauad 
Elyadah *Eadad Baadrpdd Baalyadah = EAradé 


Eliphalet *EAI@aAd® Epad? Eliphalet "EAipaad, 

Thus Bacàıudð is evidently no new name compounded with Baal, but only a 
corruption of Baalyadah. 

Now, it is mainained by Prof. Dozy. that ‘Baalyadah’ was changed by the 
later Scribes into ‘Elyadah’ in 2S.v.16, but left standing in 1Ch.xiv.7, because the 
Books of Samuel were much more generally read than the Books of Chronicles 
(Dozy, p.38). And this seems to be confirmed by the following facts. In the 
LXX version of 2S.v.14—16, we find EAdaé and BacAmadd, that is, manifestly, both 
` Elyadah and Baalyadah: so that the LXX translators found, probably, Elyadah 
in one copy of Samuel and Baalyadah in another. But the LXX has ‘Jerubbaal’ 
in 2S.xi.21 as well as in 18.xii.11,—showing, apparently, that ‘Jerubbaal’ was 
the original reading in doth passages, and that the change into ‘Jerubbesheth’ had 
been made in the Heb. Text of 2S.xi.21 at so lato a time, that it had not found 
its way into the MSS. which the Greck translators used. There can be little 
doubt, therefore, that these alterations were made, as-Prof. Dozy after GEIGER 
supposes, by Jewish Seribes after the Captivity. 
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APPENDIX Y. 
THE COMPOSITION OF HEBREW NAMES WITH THE DIVINE NAME.. 


1. The following synopsis of tho differont modes, in which Hebrew Names are 
compounded with the Divine Name, may bo useful to students, and may help algo 
to throw some light upon the religious condition of Israel. 


2. Compounds with I :— \ 
(i) prefixed, as Elkanah, Eiphaz, &e. ; 
(ii) affixed, as Israel, Adbeel, &e. : 
N.B. Kabzeel, Jo.xy.21, =J&kabzeel, Nehb.xi.25, &. 
Compounds with Jehovah or Jak :— 
(i) prefixed, as Jochebed, Jehoash, &e. ; 
(ii) affixed, as Amariah, Amaziah, &e.: 
N.B.: Azaniah, Neh.x.9, =Jaazaniah, Jer.xxxv.3, &e. 


3. Different forms of the same name, with Æ or Jak interchanged s 


Diyakim Jehoyakim 
Hlishaphat + Jehoshaphat 
Elzaphan Zephaniah 
Elipholet : Polatiak 
+ Elihu í Hodiyak 
Tokhezkel (Ezekiel) J&khizkiyyak (Hezokiah) 
Zadkiel Zedekiah 
Béthued Bithiah 
Hazael a Hazatah 
. Jekoahaz Ahaziak T 
Elisama Ishmae? Ishmaiah 
Elasali Asiel x Asniah 
Elzabad. . Zabdiel Jehozabad Zobadiak 
Eliada Yědiňe? Jehoiada _ Yedaiah 
Einathan Nothaned = , Jehonathan Nothaniah © 
Elhanan. Hănane? Jehohanan Hananiah, 
Eliezer Azarel, Azriel Joezer Azsriah 


4, Names compounded with both ZZ and Jak: 
Eli-yah or Elijah, Jo-el, Et-go-ensi, 1Ch.vii.8, comp. Hienai, viii.20. 


é. Other words are used similarly in Proper Names to express tho Deity, as 
bys, Baal, ‘Lord, by, Melech, ‘King,’ Ñ, Adon, ‘Lord,’ sy, Zour, ‘Rock? 
or ‘Stone,’ HN, Ur, ‘Tiro? i : 
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Baalyah, Malchiyah, Adoniyah, Uriyah, comp. Eliyab; 
Baaliads, comp. Eliade, Jehoiada ; 

Baathanan, comp, Ethanan, Jehobanan ; 

Jerubbaal, comp. Jehoyarib; so Hannibal (Phoenician) = Hannied, 

N.B. Ashéel, G.xlvi.21, probably =Eshõaal, comp. Esh-Jehovah, ‘ Fire of Jeho- 
vah,’ N.xi.1,3, Esh-Elohim, ‘ Fire of Elohim,’ 2K.i.12; 

‘Malchiel, Zuriel, Uriel, comp. Kiel, Joel; 
Malchizedek, Adonizedck, comp. Jehozadak ; 
Maichishua, comp. Hlishus, Jehoshua; 
Malchiram, Adoniram, comp. Jehoram., 

N.B. Hadoram, 2Ch.x.18, = Adoram, 1K.xii.18, = Adoniram, 1K.iv.6;,v.14, comp. 
Jehoram, Also Hadoram, gon of Toi, 1Ch.xviii.10, =Joram, 28.viii.10; where we 
note (i) the real identity of Joram and Adoniram, and (ii) the fact that the son of 
the Syrian king Toi has a name ‘Joram’ compounded with Jehovah or JHVH. 

Elimelech, Elizur, comp. Eliel, Eliyah ; 
Nathanmelech, comp, Néthanel, Nethaniah ; 
Ebedmelech, comp. Abdiel, Obadiah; 
Tobadon-iah, comp. Tobiah, Tabel; 
Zurishaddai, comp. Elshaddai ; 

Pedahzur, comp. Pedahel, Pedahiah, 

So Beth-Zur, Jo.xv.68, the name of a place, may be compared with Both-Æ, 
Beth-Dagon, Beth-Baal, Beth-Peor, Beth-Shemesh. 

N.B. In 1Ch.ix.36 we find mentioned as brothers of Ner, Saul’s grandfather, 


both Baal and Zur. 
6. That yy, ‘Rock,’ was used in Israel, as a name for the Deity, is plain 
from the following instances, 
*i tho Rock (LXX, @eds), His work is perfect.’ D.xxxii.4. 
‘the Rock (LXX, Ged»), who begat thee, thou neglectest.’ v.18, 
* except their Rock (LXX, ô eds), had sold them.’ v.30" 
‘for their Rock (of Oco? adr) is not as our Rock (5 Beds sid v, psi; 
‘and he shall say, Where is their Elohim, 
their Rock, in whom they trusted?’ v.37. 
‘there is no Rogk like our Elohim.’ 18.ii.2, comp. 28.xxii.32, Ps.xviii.31. 
‘my Elohim, my Rock in whom I trust,’ 2S.xxii.3, Ps.xviii.2. 
‘blessed be my Rock!’ 2S.xxii.47, Ps.xviii.46, exliv.1. 
‘to me said the Rock of Israel.’ 2S.xxiii.3. `` 
* Jehovah, my Rock.’ Ps,xix.14, xxviii.l. 
‘my Rock (ô Oeds gov), be not thou silent unto me,’ Pe.xxviii.1. 
‘He only is my Rock,’ Ps.lxii.2,6. 
‘they remembered that Elohim was their Rock.’ Ps,lxxviii.36. 
‘my Rock (ô cds pov), and there is no unrighteousness in Him.’ Ps.xcii.15, 
‘by Jah-Jehovah is the Rock of everlasting ages.’ Is.xxvi.4. 
‘unto the Rock (apis tov Oedv) of Israel.’ Is.xxx.29. 
‘Is there an Eloah beside me? 
There is no Rock (@eds): I know not any.’ Is.xliv.8. 
* Jehovah! Thou hast ordained them for judgment, 
And Rock! for correction hast thou founded them.’ Hab.i.19, 
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7. There are no similar instances of NN ‘Fire; being used as ‘the. Divine 
Name, the nearest approach to it being in Is.xxxi.9, ‘Jehovah, whose Fire is in 
Zion’: and though Jehovah is twice compared to a Light (CHN), Ps.xxvii-l, 
Mic.vii.8, and He is once spoken of as ‘the Ligh’“of Israel,’ Is x.17, yet these. 
examples are not like those which are quoted dbove in the case of ‘Zur’; and 
besides, in the names Uriel, Urijah, the word compounded - is Ur, ‘Fire, not Or, 
‘Light? Hence it might be-supposed that in the above names Ur is not used as 
a Personal Name for the -Deity,.but only as an appellative—‘ Fire of El, ‘Fire 
of Jah? But in Shedewr (aN) we have Ur also inserted at the end of a 
name, which seems to imply that it was used as a Personal Name, whatever may 
be the meaning of the other part of the word, yy. If this is equivalent to 
wy, ¢ Shaddai,’ then we should here have two Divine Names joined in one word, 
as in Eli-el, Eli-jah, Jo-el, Baal-jah, Eli-zur, and Zuri-shaddai. 

8. But wy, ‘Fire, is frequently used as a symbol of Jehovah's presence, comp. 
G.xv.17, E.iii.2,2, xix.18, xxiv.17, D.iv.36, v.25, xviii.16, Is.xlvii.14, Lam.ii.3, Ez.i.27, 
viii.2, Mal.iii.2, ang especially the following passages: 

‘Jehovah*thy Elohim is a Devouring Fire,’ D.iv.24; 

‘Jehovah thy Elohim, He it is that passeth-over before thee ; 
Devouring Fire, He shall destroy them,’ D.ix.3; 

‘Who among us shall sojourn with the Devouring Fire? 
Who among us shall sojourn with the Eternal Burnings?’ Is.xxxiii.14. 

` N.B. The above words are usually supposed to refer to the flames of Hell. But 
in reality they have nothing to do with Hell-Fire. On the contrary, in this passage 
the expressions ‘ Devouring Fire,’ ‘Eternal Burnings,’ are evidently merely synonyms 
for the Deity ; for the answer to the question, ‘ Who shall sojourn with the Devouring 
Fire?’ is given immediately, ‘He that walketh righteously, and speaketh uprightly; 
he that despiseth the gain of deceits, that shaketh his hands from holding s bribe, 
that stoppeth his ears from hearing of blood, and shutteth his eyes from seeing 
evil; he shall dwell on high; his place of defence shall bo the munitions of rocks; 
bread shall be given him; his water shall be sure. Thing eyes shall seo the King 
in His beauty; they shall behold the land that is very far off” v.15-17. 

Comp. Ps.xv throughout, which indeed is almost an exact counterpart of this 
passage : 

‘Jehovah, who shall sojourn in Thy Tabernacle? 
Who shall dwell in Thy holy hill? 
He that walketh uprightly, and worketh righteousness, and speaketh the 
truth in his heart,’ &c., and ‘taketh not a bribe against the innocent. 
He that doeth these things shall never be moved.’ 

9. It is scarcely necessary to show that ‘Jehovah’ was called. sbi « King,’ in 
Israel: comp. the passage just quoted, Is.xxxiii.17, also 1S.xii.12, Ps.v.2, x.16, 
xxiv.7,8,9,10, xxix.10, xliv.4,x]vii.2,6,7,xlviii.2,Leviii.24, lxxiv.12,loxxiv.3, Iexxix.18, 
xev,3, xeviii.6, exlv.1, exlix.2, Is.vi.6, &c. Jer.xlviii.15. 

That He was also called hw or TN is notorious; and it is plain from the 
above Proper Names, as well as from Hos.ii.16, that Ho was called ‘Baal. 


10. But, besides the above, it would seem that aN, 48, ‘ Father,’ M&, Akh, 
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- * Brother,” py, Ham. È Viam), “People, jay Elen, ‘Stone,’ ayy, Eeer, ‘Help, 
“in ata), T SHOW, Hod, Hadar( Hadad), Heder{ Eder), ‘ Splendour, glory,’, 
Dy, Shem, ‘Name,’ are. also used i in Proper Names as synonyms for the Deity, 

i Akh-ab (Ahab), comp. p Kbel, Elijah, Eli-cur, &e. 
Aliel, Ammiel, Asriel, Shemuel, comp. Eliel, Joel, Malchiel, Zuriel, Uriel. 
Eliab, Eliam, conip. Elie? Elijah, Elimelech, Elisur. 
Abijah, Akhijab, Hodijah, comp. Blija, Baaljah, Malchijah, Adonijah, 


Urijah. 
Abihu, comp. Elihu. > 
Abihud, Akhihud, Ammihud, comp. Hihud. 
Abitub, Akhitub,.comp. Tabel, Tobiyah, Tobadoniyap. - 
Abida, Shemida, comp. liada, Jehoiada, Baaliada. 
Abimelech, Akhimelech, Adrammelech, comp. Elimelech. 
Abinadab, Akhinedab, Amminadab, comp. Jchonadab. 
Abner, Abiner, comp. Neriyah. 
Abram, Abiram, Axhiram, Amram, Shemiramoth, comp. sean Malchiram, 
Adoniram. 
N.B. Probably, Hiram (DYn)=Akhiram (pny) as DYDJ=DDIS, 2Ch.xxii.6. 
So we have Beth-haRam, ‘House of the High-One,’ Jo.xiii.27, comp. ` Both- I, &e. 
Abiezer, Akhiezer, Ebenezer, Hadarezer, Shemezer, comp. Eliezer, Jogzer, . 
Akhikam, Acrikam, comp. Adonikam. 
Jarobam (Jeroboam), comp. Jehojarib, Jerubbaal. 
Rekhabeam (Rehoboam), comp. Rekhabiah. 
Jashobam, comp. Shebuel, Shobiak. 
Ammishaddai, comp. Zurishaddai. 
Ammizubad, comp. Elzabad, Jehozabad. 
N.B. In 1Ch.ix.36 we find mentioned among the brothors of Ner, Soul's grand- 
father, both Ner and Zabad, which are used above in the composition of names. 


11. That 4d, ‘Father, is used in the foregoing a8, synonym for the Deity, is 
apparently shown by the fact of our finding both \dbiel and Hiab, in which the 
words 46 and Æ are clearly put iz apposition, =‘ Father-God’ or ‘God-Ñ ather, 
not in construction, =‘ Father of God’ or ‘God of Father.’ 

And there is no doubt that Jehovah is spoken of in the Bible as ‘Father’; 
comp. Ps.lxviii.5,Lexxix.26, and especially the following passages : 

‘Thou art our Father . . . Thou, Jehovah, hit our Father.’ Is.]xiii.16. 
‘Now, Jehovah, Thou art our Father.’ Is.lxiv.8. 
‘ Saying to a stock, [instead of to Jehovah;}-Thou art my Father, 
And to a stone, Thou hast begotten me.’ Jer.ii.27. 
‘Wilt thou not from this time ery unto me, 
My Father, Thou art the guide of my youth?’ Jer.iii.4. 
‘I said, Thou shalt call me, My Father, 
And shalt not turn-aside from after Me.’ Jer.iii.19. 
‘For I am a Father to Israel.’ Jer.xxxi.9. 
‘If then I be a Father, where is mine honour?’ Mal.i.6. 
‘Have we not all one Father? Hath not-one God created us?’ Mal.ii.10. 
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Hence we have 4b plainly used as equivalent to Æ in Abi-hu, ‘the Father is 

He,’ =Hi-hu, ‘El is He, comp. D.xxxii.39, Ani-hu, ‘I am He, which indicates its 

Sneaning in all the other instances, as Abimelech = Elimelech, Abner (Father-Lamp) 
=Nerijah (Lamp-Jah), comp. Eli-hu, 1Ch.xxvii.18, = Eli-ab, 18.xvi.6, 1Ch.ii.18. 

In fact, 4d-ram, ‘ High-Father,’ was one of the names of the chief Deity, the 
Sun, Adonis, JHVH, at Byblus, P.V. App.111.12. Comp. also the Phenician Divine 
Name, WN IN, ‘Mighty Father,” Dozy, p.24, and observe that in 18.iv.8 we have 
‘Mighty Exouut,’ in Is.xxxiii.21, ‘Mighty Jehovah. Is it possible that the 
idea of using the name ‘ Abram,’ as that of the ancestor of Israel, may have arisen 
from this employment of the name in the worship of the Pheenician Deity? 


; 12. It is not so easy to show that the other words quoted in (10) were gly 
used i in speaking of the Deity. But, certainly, RINY, Akhijah, must mean either 
‘ Brother of Jah’ or ‘Brother-Jah’ =Jah ia a Brother. The former of these being, 
of course, out of the question, we are thrown back upon the latter, and can only 
regard ‘Brother’ as a name applied to the Deity,—probably in the sense of ‘con- 
federate, friend,’ =the covenant-God of Israel, comp. Ami.9, ‘they (the Tyrians) 
remembered not the covenant of brethren (with Israel), and so Hiram calls Solomon 
‘my brother,’ 1K.ix.13.. 
Hence the meaning of Akhimelech must probably be explained, not ‘brother of 
the king,’ but ‘Brother-King,’ comp. Elimelech, and so in other instances. 


13. Still more singular is the use of ny, ‘People,’ to represent the Deity. Yet, 
if Ammiel might be explained to mean ‘People of El,’ what can Etiam mean but 
‘El-People’? In short, Ammiel, Etiam, correspond exactly to Zuriel, Elicur, as 
these also do to Joel, Elijah. So Ammihud, ‘People-Splendour, = Etihud, El- 
Splendour, Abihud, ‘Father-Splendour,’ Akhihud, ‘Brother-Splendour.’ And, 
just as we have Jehoram (Jehovah is High), Malchiram (the King is High), Adoni- 
ram (the Lord is High), we have also Abiram (the Father is High), Athiram (the 
Brother is High), Amram (the People is High). So, again, Ammishaddat (the 
People is Almighty) = Zurishaddai (the Rock is Almighty),—Ammizabad (the People 
gave) = Elzabad, Jehozabad,—Amminadab (the People gave-freely) = =Jehonadab, Abi- 
nadab, Akhinadab, 

And once more Dy"), Jarob-am, which some explain as meaning ‘the people’ 
are many,’ seems rather to mean ‘the People strives,’ comp. byan =by3 34, 
Jarub-baal, ‘the Baal strives, avin, Jehojarib, ‘Jehovah strives’; and Dviny, 
Rékhab-am, corresponds to 719313") "Rékhab-iah, meaning ‘the People (Jehovah) is 
(wide, large, spacious =) grand or great.’ 

14, Upon the whole it seems scarcely possible to doubt that the word Dy, 
‘People,’ is used in Proper Names to express the Deity. May it be because the 
People was so closely identified with its Deity? Comp. the following passages: 

‘t Chemosh shall go forth into captivity.’ Jer.xlviii.7. 

‘Woe be unto thee, O Moab! the people of Chemosh perished,’ v.46. 
‘Bel boweth down, Nebo stoopeth.’ Is.xlvi.1. 

‘Babylon is taken, Bel is confounded, Merodach is smashed?’ Jer.1.2. 
‘I will punish Bel in Babylon, &c.’ Jer.li.44. 
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May it be, in short, that as the Father is one with His children, so the Covenant- 
God of Israel was regarded as one with His people? Jehovah was ‘with them,, 
‘in the midst of them,’ ‘ subduing the people under them, and the nations under 
their feet,’ ‘choosing their inheritance for them, the excellency of Jacob whom He 
loved,’ &c., Pa.xlvi-xlviii. Hence, in E.xvii.16, N.xxi.14, Ju.v.23,31,—that is, in 
David's days, when, as we suppose (notes 285152), these passages were written, the 
wars of Israel are styled the wars of JHVH,—the inhabitants of Meroz are cursed, 
because they ‘came not to the help of JHVH,’—the enemies of Israel are the 
enemies of JHVH,—in short, JHVH seems to have been identified with Israel. 

16. It is noticeable that aX the names in the Bible, which are compounded thus 
with py, bolong to the age of David, 2S.ii.5, ix.4,6, xiii.87, xvii.27, 1Chiii.3,6, 
xi.ll, xii.6, xxvii.2, xv.10,11, xxvi.6, xxvii.6, 1K.xi.26,&e, 2Ch.ix.29,&c, 1K.xi.43, 
&e, 1Ch.iii.10, 2Ch.ix.31,&ce.—(at least, Rehoboam was born in David’s life-time, 
comp. 1K.xi.42, xiv.21, and Jeroboam was probably about the same age,)—or 
they occur only in those parts of thé Pentateuch and Ruth, which were probably 
written in the age of David, E.vi.18,20,23, N.i.7,10,12, ii.3,18,25, iii.19,27, vii.12, 
17,48,53,66,71, x.14,22,26, xiii.12, xxvi.58,59, dxxiv.20,28, R.iv.19,20,—or elso they 
are found in passages of the Chronicles which refer to these, 1Ch.ii.10, vi.2,3,18, 
xxiii.12, xxiv.20, xxvi.23,—with, however, the following exceptions,— 

Jeroboam II, King of Israel, 2K.xiti.18, xiv.16,&¢. 1Ch,v.17,&c. Hos.i.1, Am.i.l, 
vi.9,10,11, — 

1Ch.vi.22, where Korah appears as the son of Amminadab, the son of Kokath, 
where, however, Amminabad is obviously a mistake for Zehar, as the margin of the 
E.V. corrects it, comp. v.18, where the sons of Kohath are given, Amram, Ishar, 
Hebron, Uzziel, as in E.vi.18, and v.37,38, where Korah is given ag the son of 
Izhar the son of Kohath,— 

1Ch.vii.26, where Ammihud is given in the very doubtful genealogy of Joshua 
(P.L.111-113):— 

1Ch.ix.4, where another Ammihud appears, seemingly in the reign of David, 
seo v.2,3,22,38,39, though the whole passage is very obscure (P.11.232) :— 

Ezr.x.34, where Amram occurs in a list of names after the Captivity. 

16. Except, therefdre, in the last instance, where the name may have been 
copied from the Amram of the Pentateuch,—and in that of Jeroboam I, where 
the name may have been taken from that of his great ancestor,—we have no distinct 
instance of a single name compounded with py, except in the reign of David, 
when the idea of the Nation, as in covenant with God, was most fresh and lively. 
At all events, we have no instance of a new nameof this kind, formed after the 


Davidic age. See (61) and note”, 


17. Again, 13% ‘Stone, seems, like 3%, ‘Rock,’ to be also used for the 
Deity in G.xlix.24, ‘from thence is the Shepherd, the Stone of Israel,’ and, therefore, 
perhaps also in the name Ebenezer = Eliezer, Joezer, Abiezer, Akhiezer. It is true, 
a different explanation of this name is given in 18.vii.12, as if it meant merely 
‘atone of help,’ with reference to a memorial-stone then erected by Samuel, who 
said, ‘Hitherto hath Jehovah helped us.’ But it is possible that this may be only 
a later attempt to explain a name which already existed, 1S.iv.1,v.1, (though in 
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"these passages the name may be used proleptically,) and that, in fact, it was the 
e@uame of this sacred stone, before the time of Samuel. 
. 18. Also yy, ‘Help, appears in Eliezer, Joezer, Azriel, comp. Elizur, Zuriel; and 
seo E.xviii.4, D.xxxiii.7,29, Ps. xxxiii.20, xx 5(6), exv.9,(10),11, exlvi.6, Hos,xiii.9, 

So 437, &e. ‘Glory,’ in Elihud, Hodiyah, comp. Eliel, Hiyah ; and sce Job 

xxxvil.22, Ps.xxi.6,(6), xevi.6, cxly.6, exlviii.13, Is.xxxv.2, &è. . . 
a ‘And. ow, < Name, in Shemuel, Shemezer, Shemida, ‘Shemiramoth, comp, Eliel, 
‘ Joezer, ‘Eliada, Jehoram; and see E.iii.16, vi.3, xv.3, xxiii.21, Ps.lxviii. 4(6),, &e. 
. _ 19.-Itis remarkable that several, of the above words, used to express.the Deity, 
are used. also, uncompounded, as the names of men; though Dozy, p.82 note, says, 
‘No man bears the name of a Deity.’ Thus we have— 
Baal; 1Ch.viii,30 ; Melech, 1Ch.viii.35, ix.41; 
Zur, N.xxv.16, xxxi.8, 1Ch.viii.30, ix.36 ; 
Ur, 1Ch.xi. 35, comp. Uri, Exi. iK.iv. 19, Ear.x.24 ; 
' Abi, 2K xviii.2 ; 
Akhi, 1Ch.v.15, vii.34, comp. Ekhi, G.xlvi.21, = Akhiram, Numi. 38, 
Ezer, 1Ch.iv.4, vii.21, xii.9, Neh.iii.19, xii.42 ; 
Hod, 1Ch. .vji.37, Hadad, 1K.xi.14,17, &e. « 

20." Dozy, p.22,31, connects the use of ‘ Rock,’ ‘Stone, as names.for the Deity, 
with the worship of J HVE, whose emblem was often a large stone or mass of rock. 
There may be some ground for this. And it is certainly possible that the idea of 
using ‘Devouring Fire’ as a symbol for Jehovah may have originated from the use 
of this emblem in Sun-worship. But most of the above names seem to be nsed 
merely in a metaphorical sense, to express the attributes of the Deity, e.g. ‘Lord,’ 
‘Father, ‘ Brother,’ ‘Help,’ ‘Glory,’ ‘Name,’ and, apparently, * People.’ 

21, Dozy notes as follows, p.30. ‘Among the old proper namés, which often 
afford a rich source of information as to the modes of thought of a ‘people, we 
find Ekizur, Zuriel, Zwrishaddai. Not that men will have actually borne these 
names: it would be absurd to muintain this; they are names out of the, half- 
mythical age, and appear only in Numbers.’ But see 1Ch.ix.36, where Baal and 
Zur are both given as names of the brothers of Ner, Saul’s grandfather. It 
rather appears to me, as obsetved in (16, 16), that such names as these belong 
mostly to the age of David. 


22. Gercrg, in his Urechrift, &c., in which he describes at length the corruptions 
of the original Hebrew. Text of the Bible, which have been made by the later Jews 
for religious or other reasons, has some remarks upon the substitution of ova, 
‘the Name,’ for ‘Jehovah,’ which we give here somewhat abridged, as follows: 
p.261-274. 

‘When the faith in the One Spiritual God, laboriously acquired, had become at 
length the innermost property and withal the distinguishing characteristic ot 
Judaism, strenuous efforts had to be made to express this also distinctly in the 
collection of ancient records, and every apparently unconformable expression had 
to be removed, or at all events altered. Very special attention would be given, of 
course, to the name of God, which belonged exclusively to Judaism, the name myrt. 
All other designations for the Deity express simply some kind of relation, in which 
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God stands to the world and to mankind; or they describe Him with reference to ` ~ 
some inherent property,—e.g. overpowering Might; Lord, King, Father, Merciful, &g 
This Name only was believed to express the full nature of God, to represent Him 
according to His absoltite Eternity, His inexhaustible Fullness, and His exalted 
Majesty, as El Elyon. This Name, then, must be treated exactly in the same way 
as God Himself : the Majesty of God must also be reverenced in the Name peculiar 
to Him: that name also was unapproachable, wnutterable. Hence in all passages, . 
whore it occurred in the Scriptures, it must be replaced for public tending by other 


. expressions, 


‘The Greek Translators did this by actually rendering it by'one of the other 


Divine Names, the holiest in some sense next to the Tetragrammaton, and like it o; 


quadriliteral, viż. 943, Képios. This, however, did not apply in Palestine, sincè 
in the original tongue the name Adonai also might not be lightly uttered, whore it 
did not exist in the Text; and _ besides, by this substitution for the unutterable 
Name of another Name also of frequent occurrence, no indication would be given 
that in these places that Name stood originally, and was only, replaced by another. 
Hence a better contrivance was to substitute for it nym: ‘the Name’ was an 
innocent formula, and yet it expressed plainly that here the real per 1 Nana of 
God was intended, only was not to be uttered. This is what the Samaritans did 
who read it thus in the Pentateuch, and wrote it thus in their later writings. But 
go also did the Jews of Palestine. They employed this circumlocution not only in 
common life, when they wished to express the Divine Name emphatically, as in the 
expressions DRIJ na ‘hallowing of the Name,’ pn babr, t desecration of the 
Name,’ but also when they wished expressly to utter the Tetragrammaton, even 
when quoting Biblical expressions, and actual verses of the Bible which were meant 
to be uttered. 

‘With this accords the old tradition that with the death of Simon the Just the 
Priests ceased to use ‘the Name’ in the Priestly Blessing. This tradition means 
evidently that after his time the use of the Tetragrammaton was discontinued even 
by the Priests, nay, by the High-Priest, and that, too, on the Day of Atonenrent in 
his most solemn duties. ‘This tradition, which has maintained itself in spite of the 
manifest contradiction which it presénts to later statements, involves certuinly an 
historical fact, viz..this, that in ancient times the utterance of the Divine Name 
was dropped even in the holiest ceremonies. This old tradition seems to have 
been reproduced also in the view of Abba Saul, who said that, whoevor uttered 
‘the Name’ according to its letters, would have no part in the life to come. But 
this view did not prevail generally in later times, since this saying is indicated 
with others as an addition of an individual. Rather, the Halachah assumes that 
the High-Priegt actually expressed the Tetragrammaton, by remarking that the 
Priests and People, so soon as they heard the ‘express Name’ (wpDn Ov’) 
uttered, fell down on the ground; and the embellishing legend declares that the 
voice of the High-Priest, when he uttered ‘the Name’ on the Day of Atonement, 
was heard as far as Jericho. And not by the High-Priest only, on the Day of 
Atonement, was ‘the Name’ to be outspoken; but the Priests, generally, in the 
daily Priestly Blessing, N.vi.23-26, uttered ‘the Name’ in the Temple ‘according 
to its written form, expressly, (9033: DHT DY). Nay, the Pharisees went 
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yet further. They ortleréd, ‘in opposition to the ‘heretics,’ d.e. the Samaritans 

nd Sadducees, that inthe’ usual greeting ‘the Name’ should be used, and it is 
added: ‘Formerly, when the doctrine of the Lord-was forgotten in Israel, the 
Scribes swallowed-up the Name,’ i.e. they so connected it With other words of the 
sentence, that it could not be distinctly caught with thé ear; and precisely against 
this practice was the later Pharisaic ordinance directed. 

‘Thus the Halachah recognises the use of the Tetragrammaton in ‘common life, 
and blames only the misuse of it. Afterwards the dread for the utterance of the 
holy Name returned. It was maintained that, whereas formerly in the Temple 
the High-Priest, and thé Priests generally in the Priestly Blessing, uttered this 
peculiar Name, yet outside the Temple’ they pronounced, and were obliged to pro- 
nounée, the Blessing with a circumlocution. It is only in later times that we find ' 
the distinct notice, that pynt indeed was written, but JN was read. And now 
first thé practice was adopted, which the Alexandrians had already of old introduced 
into their translation, but which certainly did not penetrate earlier into Palestine 
for the original Hebrew. Through the Masoretic pointing, which followed, no doubt, 
an usage already established, it first became general.to read everywhere ‘548 
where myin d in the Hebrew. . 

‘In L-xxiv.10-16 we have the story of the man, who, born of an Israclite and an 
Egyptian mother, uttered blasphemies against God; and the legislative direction 
is thereupon given that such an offender should be stoned. Here the blasphemies 
are of. the most determined kind, expressed by the word yp), and they are 

especially so, inasmuch as God is named in them with the Tetragrammaton. It is 

the most flagrant kind of blasphemy that could be uttered, and must be so repre- 

sented to the hearer. Here there was only one resource,—that with. which we 

started at the beginning of this enquiry. What was done generally with reference 

to the utterance of the Divine Name, was applied here also to the Text. For the 

Divine Name py was substituted: this expression, which of itself said nothing 

Divine, yet in the most distinct manner indicated the Tetragrammaton. In making 

this ehange, however, they went to work with great delicacy. In the principal 

clause, at the beginning of v.16, they left the Divine Name standing, but they 

inserted pf between it and 3p}. On the other hand, in the narrative, v.11, 

and in the recapitulation, v.16, which ,establishes for all without exception the 

law already laid down, they omitted the Proper Name of God, and replaced it by - 
DW (which the Sam. reads also in v.16).or Dy, as we read in the latter-instance. 
These readings were manifestly not the original ones. It is quite contrary to 
Biblical usage to put Dn absolutely for God,—still more, to put py? without the 
article, which is, in fact, ungrammatical, and can only have been inserted thus 
purposély in this correction, with the view of pointing attention to it. Also, 3p) 
or 35p is never used with py, unless the person blasphemed. is méntioned, as is 
the case at the beginning of v.16.’ 

May not the uso of ny, Shem, as a name for the Deity, in such names as 
Shemuel (Samuel), Shemida, Shemiramoth, Shemezer, throw light upon these 
phenomena ? 
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